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Abstract
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1 Introduction

Consider an input into a production process. For each firm output may be monotone in this
input, but at different rates. If the input is indivisible and its aggregate stock fixed, it will be
impossible to simultaneously raise the input level for all firms. In such cases it may be of interest
to consider the output effects of reallocations of the input across firms. Here we investigate
econometric methods for assessing the effect on average output of such reallocations. A key
feature of reallocations is that while potentially altering input levels for each firm, they keep
the marginal distribution of the input across the population of firms fixed.

We consider a two parameter family of feasible reallocations that include several focal allo-
cations as special cases. Reallocations in this family may depend on the distribution of a second
input or firm characteristic. This characteristic may be correlated with the firm-specific return
to the input to be reallocated.

One reallocation redistributes the input across firms such that it has perfect rank correlation
with the second input. We call this allocation the positive assortative matching allocation. We
also consider a negative assortative matching allocation where the input is redistributed to have
perfect negative rank correlation with the second input. A third allocation involves randomly
assigning the input across firms. This allocation, by construction, ensures independence of the
two inputs. A fourth allocation simply maintains the status quo assignment of the input.

Our family of reallocations, which we call correlated matching rules, includes each of the
above allocations as special cases. In particular the family traces a path from the positive to
negative assortative matching allocations. Each reallocation along this path keeps the marginal
distribution of the two inputs fixed, but is associated with a different level of correlation be-
tween the two inputs. Each of the reallocations we consider are members of a general class of
reallocation rules that keep the marginal distributions of the two inputs fixed.

We derive an estimator for average output under correlated matching. Our estimator re-
quires that the first input is exogenous conditional on the second input and additional firm
characteristics. Except for the case of perfect negative and positive rank correlation the esti-
mator has the usual parametric convergence rate. For the two extremes the rate of convergence
is slower. In all cases we drive the asymptotic distribution of the estimator.

Our focus on reallocation rules that keep the marginal distribution of the inputs fixed is
appropriate in applications where the input is indivisible, such as in the allocation of teachers
to classes or managers to production units. In other settings it may be more appropriate to
consider allocation rules that leave the total amount of the input constant by fixing its average
level. Such rules would require some modification of the methods considered in this paper.

Our methods may be useful in a variety of settings. One class of examples concerns comple-
mentarity of inputs in production functions (e.g. Athey and Stern, 1998). If the first and second
inputs are everywhere complements, then the difference in average output between the positive
and negative assortative matching allocations provides a nonparametric measure of the degree
of complementarity. This measure is invariant to monotone transformations of the inputs. If the
production function is not supermodular interpretation of this difference is not straightforward,
although it still might be viewed as some sort of ‘global’ measure of input complementarity.
With this concern in mind we also provide a local measure of complementarity. In particular
we consider whether small steps away from the status quo and toward the perfect assortative
matching allocation raise average output.

A second example concerns educational production functions. Card and Krueger (1992)
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study the relation between educational output as measured by test scores and teacher quality.
Teacher quality may improve test scores for all students, but average test scores may be higher
or lower depending on whether, given a fixed supply of teachers, the best teachers are assigned
to the least prepared students or vice versa. Parents concerned solely with outcomes for their
own children may be most interested in the effect of raising teacher quality on expected scores.
A school board, however, may be more interested in maximizing expected test scores given a
fixed set of classes and teachers by optimally matching teachers to classes.

A third class of examples arises in settings with social interaction (c.f., Manski 1993; Brock
and Durlauf 2001). Sacerdote (2001) studies the peer effects in college by looking at the rela-
tion between outcomes and roommate characteristics. From the perspective of the individual
student or her parents it may again be of interest whether a roommate with different charac-
teristics would, in expectation, lead to a different outcome. This is what Manski (1993) calls
an exogenous or contextual effect. The college, however, may be interested in a different effect,
namely the effect on average outcomes of changing the procedures for assigning roommates.
While it may be very difficult for a college to change the distribution of characteristics in the
incoming classes, it may be possible to change the way roommates are assigned. In Graham,
Imbens and Ridder (2006b) we consider average effect of segregation policies.

In all these cases we focus on policies that change the way a fixed distribution of inputs is
allocated to a population of units with a fixed distribution of characteristics. We are interested
in the effect such policies have on the distribution of outcomes. Typically the most interesting
measure will be the average level of the outcome. We will call the causal effects of such policies
Aggregate Redistributional Effects (AREs).

If production functions are additive in inputs the questions posed above have simple an-
swers: average outcomes are invariant to input reallocations. While reallocations may raise
individual outcomes for some units, they will necessarily lower them by an offsetting amount
for others. Reallocations are zero-sum games. With additive and linear functions even more
general assignment rules that allow the marginal input distribution to change while keeping its
average level unchanged do not affect average outcomes. In order for these questions to have
interesting answers, one therefore needs to explicitly recognize and allow for non-additivity
and non-linearity of a production function in its inputs. For this reason our approach is fully
nonparametric.

The current paper builds on the larger treatment effect and program evaluation literature.!
More directly, it is complementary to the small literature on the effect of treatment assignment
rules (Manski, 2004; Dehejia, 2004; Hirano and Porter, 2005). Our focus is different from
that in the Manski, Dehejia, and Hirano-Porter papers. First, we allow for continuous rather
than discrete or binary treatments. Second, our assignment policies to do not change the
marginal distribution of the treatment, whereas in the previous papers treatment assignment
for one unit is not restricted by assignment for other units. Our policies are fundamentally
redistributions. In the current paper we focus on estimation and inference for specific assignment
rules. It is also interesting to consider optimal rules as in Manski, Dehejia and Hirano-Porter.
The class of feasible reallocations/redistributions includes all joint distributions of the two
inputs with fixed marginal distributions. When the inputs are continuously-valued, as we
assume in the current paper, the class potential rules is very large. Characterizing the optimal
allocation within this class is therefore a non-trivial problem. When both inputs are discrete-
valued the problem of finding the optimal allocation is tractable as the joint distribution of

! For recent surveys see Angrist and Krueger (2001), Heckman, Lalonde and Smith (2001), and Tmbens (2004).
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the inputs is characterized by a finite number of parameters. In Graham, Imbens and Ridder
(2006a) we consider optimal allocation rules when both inputs are binary, allowing for general
complementarity or substitutability between the two inputs.

Our paper is also related to recent work on identification and estimation of models of social
interactions (e.g., Manski 1993, Brock and Durlauf 2001). We do not focus on directly charac-
terizing the within-group structure of social interactions, an important theme of this literature.
Rather our goal is simply to estimate the average relationship between group composition and
outcomes. The average we estimate may reflect endogenous behavioral responses by agents
to changes in group composition, or even equal an average over multiple equilibria. Viewed
in this light our approach is reduced form in nature. However it is sufficient for, say, an uni-
versity administrator to characterize the outcome effects of alternative roommate assignment
procedures.

The econometric approach taken here builds on the partial mean literature (e.g., Newey,
1994; Linton and Nielsen, 1995). In this literature one first estimates a regression function
nonparametrically. In the second stage the regression function is averaged, possibly after some
weighting with a known or estimable weight function, over some of the regressors. Similarly
here we first estimate a nonparametric regression function of the outcome on the input and
other characteristics. In the second stage the averaging is over the distribution of the regressors
induced by the new assignment rule. This typically involves the original marginal distribution
of some of the regressors, but a different conditional distribution for others. Complications
arise because this conditional covariate distribution may be degenerate, which will affect the
rate of convergence for the estimator. In addition the conditional covariate distribution itself
may require nonparametric estimation through its dependence on the assignment rule. For the
policies we consider the assignment rule will involve distribution functions and their inverses
similar to the way these enter in the changes-in-changes model of Athey and Imbens (2005).

The next section lays out our basic model and approach to identification. Section 3 then
defines and motivates the estimands we seek to estimate. Section 4 presents of our estimators,
and derives their large-sample properties, for the case where inputs are continuously-valued.
Section 5 presents a simple test for the efficiency of the status quo allocation of inputs. Section
6 deals with estimation and inference in the case where inputs take on discrete values. In this
case the problem is fully parametric and large sample standard errors can be computed using
the delta method Section 7 presents an application and the results of a small Monte Carlo
exercise.

2 Model

In this section we present the basic model and identifying assumptions. For clarity of exposition
we use the production function terminology; although our methods are appropriate for a wide
range of applications as emphasized in the introduction. Let Y;(w) be the output associated
with input level w for firm ¢ = 1,..., N. We are interested in reallocating the input W across
firms. We focus upon reallocations which hold the marginal distribution of W fixed. As such
they are appropriate for settings where W is a plausibly indivisible input, such as a manager
or teacher with a certain level of experience and expertise. The presumption is also that the
aggregate stock of W is difficult to augment.

In addition to W there are two other (observed) firm characteristics that may affect output:
X and Z, where X is a scalar and Z is a vector of dimension K. The first characteristic
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X could be a measure of, say, the quality of the long-run capital stock, with Z being other
characteristics of the firm such as location and age. These characteristics may themselves be
inputs that can be varied, but this is not necessary for the arguments that follow. In particular
the unconfoundedness or exogeneity assumption that we make for the first input need not hold
for these characteristics.

We observe for each firm ¢ = 1,..., N the level of the input, W;, the characteristics X;
and Z;, and the realized output level, Y; = Y;(W;). In the educational example the unit of
observation would be a classroom. The variable input W would be teacher quality, and X
would be a measure of quality of the class, e.g., average test scores in prior years. The second
characteristic Z could include other measures of the class, e.g., its age or gender composition,
as elements. In the roommate example the unit would be the individual, with W the quality
of the roommate (measured by, for example, a high school test score), and the characteristic
X would be own quality. The second set of characteristics Z could be other characteristics of
the dorm or of either of the two roommates such as smoking habits (which may be used by
university administrators in the assignment of roommates).

Our identifying assumption is that conditional on firm characteristics (X, Z')’ the assignment
of W, the level of the input to be reallocated, is unconfounded or exogenous.

Assumption 2.1 (UNCONFOUNDEDNESS/EXOGENEITY)
Y(w) L W | X,Z, foralweWcCR.

This type of assumption is common in the (binary) treatment effect literature where its
precise form is due to Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983). To interpret the assumption, consider
first the case where there are no additional characteristics (i.e., no dim (X) = dim(Z) = 0).
Then Assumption 2.1 requires that Y (w) L W. This implies that the average output we would
observe if all firms were assigned input level W = w equals the average output among firms
that were in fact assigned input level W = w

EY (w)] = E[Y|W = w].

This requires that the distribution of unobservables, or potential outcomes, for the subpopula-
tion of firms that were assigned W = w be the same as that for the overall population of firms;
a condition that holds under random assignment of W.

The full assumption requires this equality to hold only in subpopulations homogenous in X
and Z. Let

g(w,z,z) =EB[Y|W =w, X =2, 7 = 2|,

denote the average output associated with input level w and characteristics  and z. Under
unconfoundedness we have — among firms with identical values of X and Z — an equality between
the counterfactual average output that we would observe if all firms in this subpopulation
were assigned W = w, and the average output we observe for the subset of firms within this
subpopulation that are in fact assigned W = w. That is

g(w,z,z) =E[Y (w)|X =z,Z = z|.

Assumption 2.1 has proved controversial (c.f., Imbens 2004). It holds under conditional
random assignment of W to units; as would occur in an explicit experiment. However random-
ized allocation mechanisms are also used by administrators in some institutional settings. For
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example some universities match freshman roommates randomly conditional on responses in
a housing questionnaire (e.g., Sacerdote 2001). This assignment mechanism is consistent with
Assumption 2.1. In other settings, particularly where assignment is bureaucratic, as may be
true in some educational settings, a plausible set of conditioning variables may be available.
In this paper we focus upon identification and estimation under Assumption 2.1. In principle,
however, the methods could be extended to accommodate other approaches to identification
based upon, for example, instrumental variables.

Much of the treatment effect literature (e.g., Angrist and Krueger, 2000; Heckman, Lalonde
and Smith, 2000; Manski, 1990; Imbens, 2004) has focused on the average effect of an increase
in the value of the treatment. In particular, in the binary treatment case (w € {0, 1}) interest
has centered on the average treatment effect

EX,Z[Q(LXv Z) _g(onv Z)]

With continuous inputs one may be interested in the full average output function g(w,z, z)
(Imbens, 2000; Flores, 2005) or in its derivative with respect to the input,

29 (w,,2),
either at a point or averaged over some distribution of inputs and characteristics (e.g., Powell,
Stock and Stoker, 1989; Hardle and Stoker, 1989).

Here we are interested in a different estimand. We focus on policies that redistribute the
input W according to a rule based on the X characteristic of the unit. For example upon
assignment mechanisms that match teachers of varying experience to classes of students based
on their mean ability. One might assign those teachers with the most experience (highest
values of W) to those classrooms with the highest ability students (highest values of X) and
so on. In that case average outcomes would reflect perfect rank correlation between W and
X. Alternatively, we could be interested in the average outcome if we were to assign W to be
negatively perfectly rank correlated with X. A third possibility is to assign W so that it is
independent of X. We are interested in the effect of such policies on the average value of the
output. We refer to such effects as Aggregate Redistributional Effects (AREs).

The above reallocations are a special case of a general set of reallocation rules that fix the
marginal distributions of W and X, but allow for correlation in their joint distribution. For
perfect assortative matching the correlation is 1, for negative perfect assortative matching -1,
and for random allocation 0. By using a bivariate normal cupola we can trace out the path
between these extremes.

We wish to emphasize that there are at least two limitations to our approach. First, we
focus on comparing specific assignment rules, rather than searching for the optimal assignment
rule within a class. The latter problem is a particularly demanding in the current setting
with continuously-valued inputs as the optimal assignment for each unit depends both on the
characteristics of that unit as well as on the marginal distribution of characteristics in the
population. When the inputs are discrete-valued both the problems of inference for a specific
rule as well as the problem of finding the optimal rule become considerably more tractable. In
that case any rule, corresponding to a joint distribution of the inputs, is characterized by a
finite number of parameters. Maximizing estimated average output over all rules evaluated will
then generally lead to the optimal rule. Graham, Imbens and Ridder (2006a) provide a detailed
discussion for the binary case.
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A second limitation is that of this class of assignment rules leaves the marginal distribution
of inputs unchanged. This latter restriction is perfectly appropriate in cases where the inputs
are indivisible, as, for example, in the social interactions and educational examples. In other
cases one need not be restricted to such assignment rules. A richer class of estimands would
allow for assignment rules that maintain some aspects of the marginal distribution of inputs
but not others. A particularly interesting class consists of assignment rules that maintain the
average (and thus total) level of the input, but allow for its arbitrary distribution across units.
This can be interpreted as assignment rules that ‘balance the budget’. In such cases one might
assign the maximum level of the input to some subpopulation and the minimum level of the
input to the remainder of the population. Finally, one may wish to consider arbitrary decision
rules where each unit can be assigned any level of the input within a set. In that case interesting
questions include both the optimal assignment rule as a function of unit-level characteristics
as well as average outcomes of specific assignment rules. In the binary treatment case such
problems have been studied by Dehejia (2005), Manski (2004), and Hirano and Porter (2005).

We consider the following four estimands that include four benchmark assignment rules.
All leave the marginal distribution of inputs unchanged. This obviously does not exhaust the
possibilities within this class. Many other assignment rules are possible, with corresponding
estimands. However, the estimands we consider here include focal assignments, indicate of the
range of possibilities, and capture many of the methodological issues involved.

3 Target estimands

The first estimand we consider is expected average outcome given perfect assortative matching
of W on X conditional on Z:

AP = Blg(Fy ,(Fx12(X|2)2), X, Z)], (3.1)
where Fx|7(X|Z) denotes the conditional CDF of X given Z and F‘;,l‘Z (p|Z) is the quantile of
order p € [0, 1] associated with the conditional distribution of W given Z (i.e., F‘;,l‘Z(p|Z) is

a conditional quantile function). Therefore FI;/TZ (Fx|z(X|Z)|Z) computes a unit’s location on
the conditional CDF of X given Z and reassigns it the corresponding quantile of the conditional
distribution of W given Z. Thus among units with the same realization of Z, those with the
highest value of X are reassigned the highest value of W and so on.

The focus on reallocations within subpopulations defined by Z, as opposed to population-
wide reallocations, is because the average outcome effects of such reallocations solely reflect
complementarity or substitutability between W and X.

To see why this is the case consider the alternative estimand

prem? = | [g (B (Fx (X), X, Z)] . (3.2)

This gives average output associated with population-wide perfect assortative matching of W
on X. If, for example, X and Z are correlated, then this reallocation, in addition to altering the
joint distribution of W and X, will alter the joint distribution of W and Z. Say Z is also a scalar
and is positively correlated with X. Population-wide positive assortative matching will induce
perfect rank correlated between W and X, but it will also increase the degree of correlation
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between W and Z. This complicates interpretation when g (w, x, z) may be non-separable in w
and z as well as w and x.

An example helps to clarify the issues involved. Let W denote an observable measure of
teacher quality, X mean (beginning-of-year) achievement in a classroom, and Z the fraction
of the classroom that is female. If begining-of-year achievement varies with gender, then X
and Z will be correlated. A reallocation that assigns high quality teachers to high achievement
classrooms, will also tend to assign such teachers to classrooms will an above average fraction
of females. Average achievement increases observed after implementing such a reallocation may
reflect complementarity between teacher quality and begining-of-year student achievement or
it may be that the effects of changes in teacher quality vary with gender and that, conditional
on gender, their is no complementarity between teacher quality and achievement. By focusing
on reallocations of teachers across classrooms with similar gender mixes, but varying baseline
achievement, (3.1) provides a more direct avenue to learning about complementarity.>

Both (3.1) and (3.2) may be policy relevant, depending on the circumstances, and both are
identified under Assumption 2.1. Under the additional assumption that

g(w,z,2) = g1(w, x) + g2(2),

the estimands, while associated with different reallocations, also have the same basic interpre-
tation. Here we nonetheless focus upon (3.1), although all of our results extend naturally and
directly to (3.2).

Our second estimand is the expected average outcome given negative assortative matching;:

g = Blg(Fyy,,(1 = Fx2(X|2)|2), X, Z)). (3.3)

If, within subpopulations homogenous in Z, W and X are everywhere complements, then the
difference gP*™ — "™ provides a measure of the strength input complementarity. When g (-)
is not supermodular interpretation of this difference is not straightforward. In Section 5 below
we present a measure of ‘local’ (relative to the status quo allocation) complementarity between
X and W.

Average output under the status quo allocation is given by

g =BY] = Elg(W, X, Z)],

while average output under the random matching allocation is given by

s [ [ [ [ vz 200Fuptwla Py z(al2) | dFa(2)

This last estimand gives average output when W and X are independently assigned within
subpopulations.

The perfect positive and negative assortative allocations are focal allocations, being em-
phasized in theoretical research (e.g., Becker and Murphy 2000). The status quo and random
matching allocations are similarly natural benchmarks. However these allocations are just four
among the class of feasible allocations. This class is comprised of all joint distributions of
inputs consistent with fixed marginal distributions (within subpopulations homogenous in 7).
As noted in the introduction, if the inputs are continuously distributed this class of joint dis-
tributions is very large. For this reason we only consider a subset of these joint distributions.

2We make the connection to complementarity more explicit in Section 5 below.
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To be specific, we concentrate on a two-parameter subset of the feasible allocations that have
as special cases the negative and positive assortative matching allocations, the independent al-
location, and the status quo allocation. By changing the two parameters we trace out a ‘path’
in two directions: further from or closer to the status quo allocation, and further from or closer
to the perfect sorting allocations. Borrowing a term from the literature on cupolas, we call this
class of feasible allocations comprehensive, because it contains all four focal allocations as a
special case.
Average output under the correlated matching allocation is given by

B p,7) = T'E[Y]+(1—T)'/g(wvw,Z)dq> (@7 (Fiwiz(wl2)), @7 (Fx|z(x]2)); p) Fz(2), (3.4)

for 7 €[0,1] and p € (—1,1).
The case with 7 = 1 corresponds to the status quo:

B = 5 (p, 1)

The case with 7 = p = 0 corresponds to random allocation of inputs within sub-populations
defined by Z:

5 = 500 = [ | [ [ gtz 0B zlul)aFxz(a1)] aoe)
z xr Jw

While the cases with 7 = 0 and p — 1 and —1 correspond respectively to the perfect positive

and negative assortative matching allocations. More generally, with 7 = 0 we allocate the

inputs using a normal copula in a way that allows for arbitrary correlation between W and X

indexed by the parameter p. In principle we could use other copulas.

4 Estimation and inference with continuously-valued inputs

In this section we present feasible estimators for the perfect positive, negative and correlated
matching estimands and state their large sample properties. While the 5" (p,T) can be es-
timated at standard parametric rates for 7 € [0,1] and p € (—1,1). Average output under
the perfect positive and negative assortative matching allocations, SP*™ and /"™, can only be
estimated an nonparametric rates. We therefore consider inference separately for the two cases.

4.1 Estimation of Bpam, Bnam and 3" (p, T)
[INOTE: There is a disjunct between what follows and what was stated in Section 3 above. In
particular we need to use estimators of the conditional CDFs Fx|z(X|Z) and Fyz(W|Z) as
well as the conditional quantile function FI;,1|Z (p|Z). There are several off the shelf possibilities
here. For now I have proceeded with using the unconditional estimators as before. Thus these
estimators calculate average output under “population wide” reallocations not realloactions
within subpopulations homogenous in 7.

The estimator for the status quo average outcome is just the average sample outcome, B sq =
>, Y;/N. This is efficient and inference is entirely standard. For the other estimators we first
need to estimate the regression function g(w, z, z). We estimate g(w, z, z) using nonparametric
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methods. We use kernel methods, although series estimators could also be used. For a kernel
K (u), with u € RE*2 bandwidth b, and with V; = (W, X;, Z!) and v = (w, z, 2')’, we have

_ T Y K((v-Vi)/b)
>ty K((v—Vi)/b)
In the sequel we use the notation Kj(v) = bK—lJrzK (%)

Each of our estimators also require plug-in estimates of either Fx(x) or Fyy(w) or both.
For these objects we use the empirical CDFs

g(w7w? Z)

P (z) = ]iv S <), B (w) = % "W < w}

For the quantile function Fﬁ/l (q), required for the perfect positive and negative matching cases,
we use the inverse of the empirical distribution function of W, i.e.,

Fy(o) = inf 1{Fi(w) > q}.

We then estimate SP*™ and g"*™ by the analog estimators

N
Bpam = ]%[ Zg (FI;/l(FX(Xl))7XZ7ZZ> )
i=1
and
~nam 1 N o el .
B = 5 30 (Bt (1 - Fx(X0). X0, Z4)

=1

For the purposes of estimation, the correlated matching allocations are redefined using a
truncated bivariate normal cupola. The truncation ensures that the denominator in the weights
of the correlated matching ARE are bounded from 0, so that we do not require trimming. The
bivariate standard normal PDF is

1
e—m(ﬁ%—%{)dfll‘z-ﬁ-x%)

1
o(w1, 225 p) = P ;
with a corresponding joint CDF denoted by ®(z1, x2; p). Observe that
Pr(—c <z <¢,—c <y <c)=®(c,c;p) — (e, —¢; p) — [P(—c, ¢; p) — P(—c, —¢; )],
so that the truncated standard bivariate normal PDF is given by

¢ (w1, 22; p)
D(c,c;p) = B(e, —c; p) — [B(—c,¢5p) — D(—c, =5 p)]
with —¢ < 21, 29 < ¢. Denote the truncated bivariate CDF by ..

The truncated normal bivariate CDF gives a comprehensive cupola, because the correspond-
ing joint CDF

Hy x (w,z) = @ (9, (Fw(w)), ®. ' (Fx(z)); p)

¢C($1,$2; p) =
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has marginal CDFs equal to Hy x (w, 00) = Fy(w) and Hy, x (00, x) = Fx(z), it reaches the
upper and lower Fréchet bounds on the joint CDF for p = 1 and p = —1, respectively, and it
has independent W, X as a special case for p = 0.

To obtain an estimate of 3“"(p, ) we note that joint PDF associated with Hy x(w,x)
equals

fw (w) fx (x)
¢ (2 (Fiw (w))) 6 (P2 (Fx(2)))’

and hence that 5(p,0), redefined in terms of the truncated normal, is given by

Y w, x, 2) C< o (Fw(w), @ (Fx(2))ip) , z, 2)dwdzdz
B (p, 0 /M/ e (0 (Fiy (w))) 6, (le(Fx(x)))fW( Vfx,z(x,2) .

Replacing the integrals with sums over the empirical distribution we get the analog estimator

hw.x (w,z) = ¢, (D, (Fw(w)), @, (Fx(2)); p)

o0 (9 (Fw (W), @ (Fx(X,)): )
o, (021 (Fw (W) ) 6, (@2 (Fx(X,)))

™ 1 L&
/8 P, _FZZ WZ7X]7Z

Observe that if p = 0 (independent matching) the ratio of densities on the right hand side is
equal to 1.

For 7 > 0, the 8°"(p,7) estimand is a convex combination of average output under the
status quo and a correlated matching allocation. The corresponding sample analog is

~

B pr) =7 B+ (1=7)- B (p,0).

This estimator is linear in the nonparametric regression estimator ¢ and nonlinear in the em-
pirical CDFs of X and W. This structure simplifies the asymptotic analysis.

4.2 Asymptotic properties of the correlated matching estimator

A useful and insightful representation of 5 (p,0) is as an average of partial means (c.f., Newey
1994). This representation provides intuition both about the structure of the estimand as well
as its large sample properties. Fixing W at W = w but averaging over the joint distribution of
X and Z we get the partial mean:

n (w) = IE‘X,Z [g(w,X, Z) X d(w7 X)] ) (45)

where

d, ) — 2O B (). @ (Fx(@): ). (46
T (@ (R ()0 (@7 (Fx (1))

Observe that (4.5) is a weighted averaged of the production function over the joint distribution
of X and Z holding the value of the input to be reallocated W fixed at W = w. The weight
function d(w, X) depends upon the truncated normal cupola. In particular, the weights give
greater emphasis to realizations of g(w, X, Z) that are associated with values of X that will be
assigned a value of W close to w as part of the correlated matching reallocation. Thus (4.5)
equals the average post-reallocation output for those firms being assigned W = w. To give a

[10]



concrete example (4.5) is the post-reallocation expected achievement of those classrooms that
will be assigned a teacher of quality W = w.

Equation (4.5) also highlights the value of using the truncated normal copula. Doing so
ensures that the denominators of the copula ‘weights’ in (4.5) are bounded from zero. The
copula weights thus play the role similar to fixed trimming weights used by Newey (1994).

If we average these partial means over the marginal distribution of W we get 5"(p, 0), since

B(p,0) = Bw [n(W)],

yielding average output under the correlated matching reallocation.
From the above discussion it is clear that our correlated matching estimator can be viewed
as a semiparametric two-step method-of-moments estimator with a moment function of

m(Yv VVa ch(/% 7-)7 n (W)) =7Y + (1 - T) n (W) - ch(p7 T)‘

Our estimator, ch( p,T), is the feasible GMM estimator based upon the above moment function
after replacing the partial mean (4.5) with a consistent estimate. While the above representation
is less useful for deriving the asymptotic properties of ch (p, T) it does provide some insight as
to why we are able to achievement parametrlc rates of convergence.

To derive the asymptotic distribution of ﬂ ( 7) we show that B ( 0) is asymptotlcally
linear (this is sufficient since the sample mean of Y is clearly a linear estimator and B° ( ,T)
is a linear combination of ¥ and 3 ( ,0)). This result is obtained in two steps. First, we
express ch(p, 7) — 8(p, T) as a sum of U-statistics. Second, we determine the projections of
these U-statistics to derive the asymptotically linear representation.

For the first step we follow the approach in Newey (1994). In particular, we define the
functions

b (Wi, X, Z1) + CYi Ky (W — Wi, X — Xy, Zie — Z3)

ki = — 4.7
k() ho(Wj, Xy, Zy.) + CKo(Wj — Wi, Xy, — Xi, Zr, — Zi) 1)
and
kg (¢) = 2B Ew (W) + CIOW; < W), @M (Fx (Xe) + ALKk S X))y
" So(®c (B (W) + CI(W; < Wi)))oo(®cH (Fx (Xi) + CI (X < X))
where hy (w,x, z) and ﬁg(w,x, z) respectively equal
le(w x,z) Zleb w— Wi, x— X,z — Z;) (4.9)
=1
and
LN
ilgU).ZZ _Nz:: p(w—Wi, o — X;, 2 — Z;), (4.10)

such that the kernel estimate of the production function is equal to their ratio, i.e., g(w, x, z) =
hl(w7 z, Z)/hZ(w7 z, Z)‘

[11]



Taking product of (4.7) and (4.8) and summing over all j and k£ we have

| NN
N3 Z Z K1k (C)ka,iji(C)- (4.11)

j=1k=1

Observe that

| NN | -
N2 Z Z Lijk(Qk2,iji(C)| = N Z =B (p,0).
j=1 k=1 =

¢=0

Differentiating (4.11) with respect to ¢ and evaluating at ( = 0 therefore provides an
estimate of the influence of the i observatlon in 4 — the vector of estimated partial means
which are averaged over in (4.11) — on B° ( 0). We have

OFk1.ijk
¢

(o’ Ky(W; = Wi Xo = X0, 2= Z1) (Y;_ iu(Wj,Xk,Zk))

(=0 ha(Wj, X, Zy,) ha(Wj, X, Zy,)
and using the derivatives of the cupola in Appendix A.2 we also have
Oka iji

2G| = (W KTV, < W) 4 x (7. X)X < X0,

¢=0

where

poc(@c (Fiw (W), @ (Fx
<1—p2>¢c<<1>z< W (W,)))%6.(®

(@ (P (X)) = p@ (Fir (W)
pqﬁc(@;l(f?v( .2 Pe(Xko) 413

(1= )9O (Fir (W) 007 (Fx (X))

@ (Fir (W) = p®; ' (Fx (X)) -

ew (Wj, Xy) =

(_ £)ip) (4.12)

YFx (X))

—

ex(Wj, Xi) =

Our estimated influence function is therefore given by

- 1 L Ok k Lkz ijk
3 = (Y Wi 3™ (0, 0). 5 (W, ﬁ ZZ [ Jij L . X k2,ijk(C) + k1 ik X GZ] (O'C:J ;
J=1k=1

(4.14)
where the second and third terms are estimates of the first-order effect of the i*" observation’s
effect on sampling variation in moment function operating through the estimated regression

function g (w, z,z) and CDFs of W and X respectively.
Replacing estimates with population values in (4.14), summing over ¢ = 1,..., N and letting
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by | 0 as N — oo we obtain the following asymptotically equivalent expression for ch(p, 0)

N N
3%m%ﬁ%@=$22ﬂ%&@ﬂ%&wwwm
j=1k=1

f Vxz(Xi, Z;)
22” Xz (= (Wi, Xe, Z0)d(Ws, Xo)

%ZZZWW%WWSWJMWM%&@)

=1 k=
| DX
Tl

=1 j=1

Mz

i

1

with d(W;, X)) as defined in (4.6) above and ey (W}, X)) and ex (W;, X)) as given by (4.12)
and (4.13) but with population values replacing estimates.

The first, third and fourth lines of the above expression are (two-sample) U-statistics. The
final asymptotically linear expression is obtained by projection of these statistics

Cm

/6 (p,O) _/ch(pvo) =

=]~

s
I
—

E[g(W, X, Z;)d(W, X;)] — B,

E [g(WuX7 Z)d(VVHX)] - Bcs

+
=i

]:Vl
S v
N
+ % > B lew (W, X)g(X, W, Z)I(W; < W) = Fy(W))]

1

<.
Il

2=

@
Il
—

+ Elew (W, X)g(X, W, Z)(I(X; < X) — Fx(X))],

where the expectations are over the product of the marginal distributions of W and X, Z. Note
that the term that accounts for the estimation of the regression function is uncorrelated with
all other terms, which simplifies the expression for the asymptotic variance.

In order to state a formal result we need the following assumptions

Assumption 4.1 Let v = (w z 2')'. The function K(v) is bounded on a bounded set V and
K(v) =0 forveVe. Also K is a kernel of order S

/V K(v)dv = 1 /V K (v)dv = 0

— ; S __ S1 SK+2
fors=1,...,8 with v’ = H3120,...,sK+220,31+---3K+2=s (AR oS

Assumption 4.2 The joint density fw x,z (w,z,z) has compact support W x X x Z and the
density is bounded from 0 and co on this support.
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Assumption 4.3 The function g(w,z,z) = E[Y|W = w,X = x,Z = z| that is defined on
W x X x Z can be extended to RET2 such that it is S times continuously differentiable and the
S-th derivative is bounded on RE+2,

Assumption 4.4 E[Y?|W, X, Z] is bounded on W x X x Z.

Assumption 4.5 The bandwidth sequence is such that as N — oo

1
N+ K S(K+2)

b2 — o VINb —0
vin N N ’ N

Theorem 4.1 If assumptions 4.1-4.5 hold, then

~Cm

B (p,7) B B™(p,7)

and

VNG (p,7) - B (p, 7)) =

Z -+ (1—-717)— Zw +0p(1

=1

%F

with

¥ = Blg(W, Xi, Z;)d(W, X3)] — 8 (p, 0) + B [g(Wi, X, Z)d(W;, X)] — 5 (p,0)  (4.15)
fw W) fxz(Xi, Z;)
fwxz(Wi, Xi, Z;)
+Eew (W, X)g(X, W, Z)(I(W; < W) —
+Eew (W, X)g(W, X, Z)(I(X; < X) — Fx(X))].

_l’_

Y —g(Wi, X5, Z;))d(W;, X;)
F

and d(w,x), ex(w,z) and ey (w,x) as defined above.

Proof. See Appendix A.1 W e
A consistent estimate of the asymptotic variance of 8 is given by +- SN (Y — 5% +
(1 —7);)?, where v, is as defined in (4.14) above.

4.3 Asymptotic properties of the perfect assortative matching estimator

In this subsection we discuss the large sample properties of Bpam. The rate of convergence
of Bpam to AP*™ is slower than the regular parametric rate. This is because we estimate a
nonparametric regression function with more arguments than we average over in the second
stage. We will show that

Bpam _ gpam _ Op (N_1/2b]_\,1/2> .

However, in order to improve the performance of confidence intervals we will take into ac-

*1/2b;\,1/2) term.

count additional terms in the asymptotic expansion beyond the leading O, (N
Specifically, we take into account the O,(N~1/2) terms.

Formally, we will show that

~pam

BT = e g by oy + i+ g + 0 (N2,

[14]



with iy, iy, fix, and fi, sample averages satisfying a joint central limit theorem:
iy 0
VAR IS RO I IO IR
Hx 0
tg 0

We propose a consistent estimator 2 for Q. As the estimator for the variance of N/ ijlv/Q (Bpam —

[P we then propose to use

!/

1 1
1/2 1/2
R e
bN bN
b/ by

As N — oo, this converges to
pth_)oo&% = QH,

because by — 0. Hence we could simply estimate the asymptotic variance as
5% = Q1.

Nevertheless, it is likely that taking into account the variation in fiy, fixy and fi, will improve
the finite sample properties of the confidence intervals.
We are interested in the asymptotic distribution of

R R
P = 5 0 (e (P (), i)

Assumption 4.6 There are positive integers A and s such that K(u) is differentiable of order
A, the derivatives of order A are Lipschitz, K(u) is zero outside a bounded set, [ K(u)du =1,
and for all j < s, [ K(u)[®]_;]du = 0.

quote from newey: “The last condition requires that the kernel be a higher order (bias
reducing) kernel of order s.”

Assumption 4.7 (PROBABLY SUPERFLUOUS GIVEN OTHER ASSUMPTIONS) There is a non-

negative integer d and an extension of g(x) to all of R¥ that is continuously differentiable to
order d on RF.

Assumption 4.8 (PROBABLY SUPERFLUOUS GIVEN OTHER ASSUMPTIONS) Forp > 4, E[|Y|P] <
oo, B[[YP|X = 2] f(@) is bounded, E[l|m(z, By, 9)|%] < oc.

Assumption 4.9 (SMOOTHNESS OF g(w,z))
g(w,x) is twice continuously differentiable with respect to w on W x X.

[15]



Assumption 4.10 (DISTRIBUTION OF DATA)

(i) The support of W is W, a compact subset of R,

(i) the support of X is X, a compact subset of R,

(#3) the joint distribution of W and X is bounded and bounded away from zero on W x X,
(iv) the conditional expectations py(v) = B[Y*W = w, X = ] is bounded.

Assumption 4.11 The bandwidth by satisfies by — 0, N~1b 2 — 0 N2/P=1p FIn(N) — 0,
(p is moment of Y that ezists)

(Whitney assumes (N bﬁ\})_l converges to zero, but he uses a complicated condition on the
fourth moment of Y given V in Assumption 5.1 that may be more restrictive. It is a little
unclear to me).

First we decompose Bpam — BP*™ into four parts plus a lower order remainder term. The
first part corresponds to the uncertainty in g(-,-), the second corresponds to the uncertainty in

Fv;l(-), the third part corresponds to the uncertainty in Fx(-), and the final part corresponds

to the difference between the average of ¢ (FV?/1 (Fx(X3)), Xi) and its expectation.

Lemma 4.1

BT — pram = %V > (Fy! (Fx (X0)). Xi) - % g (Fy! (Fx (X)) X)) (4.16)
1Y . 1 X
% ;g (Bt (Px (X)), X)) — 5 ;g (Bt (Fx (X)), X;) (4.17)
1 N . 1 N
+~ ;g (R (Fx(x0) %) = ; g (Fy (Fx (X)), X3) (4.18)

N
D0 (g (Fe(X0). X0) B g (R (Fx (X)), X)] +0, (V7). (19

[16]



9o (Fyy! (Fx (22)), 22)
fw (Fyy (Fx (22)))

X, X, (71, 2) = (Hz1 < 32} — Fx(22)),

N
) 1
fxix, = 33 > folxz (Xi, X;),

i=1 j=1

Tx(.'L‘) = E[TXle (va)L and Tz(.'L‘) = E[TX1X2 (X7 ZL‘)],
fix = ]% ZTX(Xi)-

Next we give asymptotically linear representations for the first three components of the differ-
~ pam .
ence ﬂp — P*™ (the fourth is already a sample average). Define

= o [ (0 g () 0) - B (i () — Wo = X0

Lemma 4.2 (ASYMPTOTIC LINEARITY)

(1)

]%i ( ) ]ivi i))>Xi)=%iiqu(Wi)+op (N—1/2>
(i)

1 & /- 1N 1 N )

N ;9 (Fw (FX(Xi)> ,Xi) —N;g (Ft (Fx(X3)), X;) = = ;TX(Xi)—FOp (N‘ / >
(iii)

ok1/2 N 1 N
N -Z(ﬁ (B Px (X)), X)) — g (Fy' Fx (X)), X)) = - Z%ﬁop (177,

Next, we give asymptotic normality results for the asymptotic linear representations. Define:

Q33 = // [/ ( ((;;:;((Uz))m + U1,U2) duz] dulaz(FVY/l(FX(Uz)%Uz))wa(FV}l(Fx(vz)),vz)dvz

Lemma 4.3

) N QWEWi)) 0
rx (X; d 0

N2 ($5; — Blibi)) — N o | "
9(Fy' Fx (X;)) — B [g(Fy' Fx (X))] 0

All remaining results are collected in Appendix A.3.
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5 A test for ‘local’ complementarity of w and =z

A potential problem with the §(p,7) family of estimands is that the support requirements
for their precise estimation may be difficult to satisfy in practice, particularly for allocations
‘distant’ from the status quo. For this reason a measure of local (to the status quo) comple-
mentarity between W and X would be valuable. To this end we next characterize the mean
effect associated with a ‘small’ increase toward either positive or negative assortative matching.
The resulting estimand forms the basis of a simple test for local efficiency of the status quo
allocation.

We implement our local reallocation as follows: for A € [—1,1], let Wy = A-X+(\/1 — \2)-W
be a random variable indexed by A. The average output associated with positive assortative
matching on W), is given by

BY(N) = Blg(Fyy 1, (Fw,12(Whl2)2), X, Z)). (5.20)

For A =0 and A =1 we have W) = W and W) = X respectively and hence Blr(O) = (%1 and
Blr(l) = [BP¥ Perfect negative assortative matching is also nested in this framework since

Pr(-X < ~a|2) = 1 - Fxz (2]2),

and hence for A = —1 we have f%(—1) = "™, Values of A close to zero induce reallocations
of W that are ‘local’ to the status quo, with A > 0 and A < 0 generating shifts toward positive
and negative assortative matching respectively.

The sign of the effect on average outcomes associated with a small step away from the status
quo and toward positive assortative matching is given by the sign of

o Ir
v = (fA (0), (5.21)

while that associated with a small step toward negative assortative matching is given by the
sign of —~.
Equation (5.21) has two alternative representations which are given in the following Lemma.

Lemma 5.1 v = 937 (0)/0\ has equivalent representations of

v =B|FLW.X.2)- (X~ m (W X)) (5.2
where m (w, z) = B [X|W = w, Z = 2] and, if the support of X is bounded (i.e., a < X <b), of
r 2
Y =B |Var (X|W, 2) - B |w (V) 5= (W, X, 2)[W, 2| |, (5.23)
i ’ Owox
where V = (W, X, Z") as above and
1 Exyw,z[X —m (W, X)W, Z, X > 1] (1 — Fxyw,z (W, Z))

w(W,t,Z) = —
( ) dFxiw.z HW, 2) TP By 4 [X —m (W, X)W, Z, X > 1] (1 — Fxpw.z (r|W, Z)) dr

are weights with a population mean of 1 (i.e., Bxw z [w (V) |W, Z] = 1) and which emphasize
values of %&% (W, X, Z) where X is near its conditional mean, m (W, X).
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Proof. See Appendix A.4. W

Representation (5.22), as we demonstrate below, suggests a straightforward method-of-
moments approach to estimating v,. Representation (5.23) is valuable for interpretation. Equa-
tion (5.23) demonstrates that a test of Hp : v = 0 is a test of the the null of no complementarity
or substitutability between W and X. If v > 0, then in the ‘vicinity of the status quo’ W and
X are complements; if v < 0 they are substitutes. The precise meaning of the ‘vicinity of the
status quo’ is implicit in the form of the weight function w (V).

Deviations of v from zero imply that the status quo allocation does not maximize average
outcomes. For v > 0 a shift toward positive assortative matching will raise average outcomes,
while for v < 0 a shift toward negative assortative matching will do so. Lemma 5.1 therefore
provides the basis of a test for whether the status quo allocation is locally efficient.

Estimation of v proceeds in two-steps. First we estimate g (w, z, z) and m (w, z) using kernel
methods as in Section 4. In the second step we estimate v by method-of-moments using the
sample analog of the moment condition

E[m(Y7V7707gvm)] = E[ng (VVvXa Z) (X - m(mz)) - ’70] = 07
where g (W, X, Z) and m (W, Z) are replaced with the first step estimates, i.e.,

51 NVAWXZ Xi—m (Wi, Z 5.24
’Y—]T[Zizl wg (Wi, Xi, Zi) x (Xi —m (Wi, Zi)). (5.24)

Note that we compute V,,g (w, x, z) by analytically differentiating g (w, =, z) with respect to w.

The asymptotic properties of 4 are derived analogously to those of ch and are summarized
by Theorem 5.1.

Theorem 5.1 Under conditions 4.1 to 4.57 is V'N consistent and asymptotically normal, i.e.,
75y

and
\/N@— Y0) - N(0,Ao), Ao =Var(y)

where v =m (Y, V,v9,9,m) + 5 (Y, V) with

B 1 dfwx.z (W, X, Z)
V)= XD oW (Y —g(W.X, 2)) (X —m (W, Z))
Om (W, Z)
—W(Y—Q(W,X,Z))
o9 W, X, Z) . _

Proof. See Appendix A.5 W
Theorem 5.1 follows from the fact that 7 admits an asymptotically linear representation of

=0t S, (Vi Vi, gm) + 6V, Vi) + 0, (1/V). (5.25)

If g (w,z, z) and m (z, z) are replaced by their population values in (??) the final three terms in
(5.25) drop out; these terms therefore represent the effect on the moment function of replacing
g (w,x,z) and m (z, z) with their nonparametric first step estimates. The first two capture the
effect of sampling error in V,,g (w, z, z) on the large sample behavior of m (Y, V,~, g, m), while
the final one captures the effect of sampling error in m (z, z).
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6 Estimation and inference with Discretely-valued inputs

In Section 4 we assumed that both inputs (W, X') are continuous. Fortunately we can use the
same basic approach for discretely-valued inputs. Only for p = 1 or p = —1 (perfect sorting)
are there some complications.

We first consider —1 < p < 1. The general formula for a bivariate discrete density if W
takes the values wi,...,wx with probabilities p1,...,px and X takes the values x1,...,zp
with probabilities q1, ..., qr is given by

hwx(wg,x;) = Pr(W =wg, X = ;)
= Hwx(wk,21) — Hw x(wk, v1—) — Hw x (wg—, 2;1) + Hw, x (wp—, 21—)
= Hwx(wk, ;) — Hw x (Wi, ©i—1) — [Hw x (Wk—1, ;) — Hw, x (Wk—1,21-1)]

Because Fyy (wy) = Zlepi and Fx(z;) = 22:1 q; we have

l

k
Hy,x (wy,21) = @ [ @71 (sz) D g ) ie
i—1 j=1

and, as can be easily verified,
k l
do @ (Zm) D g |50 = (Fw(wy) — Fiv(wg-1))(Fx (21) — Fx (21-1))
i=1 j=1

which is just a product of the marginal probability mass functions py = dFw (wg) and ¢ =
de(wl).
The average output given correlated matching is

K L
B (p,0) = /ZZg(wk,mz,z)hw,x(wk,wl)szX(Z|$l)
?k=11=1

The estimator replaces p; and ¢; by the observed fractions p; and §;. If there is no Z or if
Z is discrete, g(wg,zy,2) is estimated by the sample average of Y for the observations with
W = wy, X = x;, and Z = z. Inference in this case is entirely standard. Standard errors can
be computed using the delta method; Appendix A.6 gives the required formulae.

Now consider the cases where p =1 or p = —1. If p = 1 the joint distribution of (W, X) is
degenerate with a one dimensional support {(W, X)|W = EF};}(Fx(X))}. In the discrete case
there may be no value of k£ such that

k l

Zpi = Z(Jj-

i=1 j=1
We therefore need compute a K vector w(x;) that specifies the fraction of units for each of
the K values of W that are assigned to firms with X = ;. That is, wg(z;) = r means that a
(randomly selected) fraction r of the units with W = wy, is assigned to firms with X = z;.
Because w = Fj;! (Fx(z)) means that we match w to x, we can use the following algorithm
to determine the K vector w(x;). First, consider z;. There are two possibilities p; > ¢1 and
p1 < 1. In the first case

wl(q:l) =1



wo(x1) =+ =wg(x1) =0

We then set p1 = p1 — 1 and consider xo.
In the second case find k; such that

ki1+1

k1
Zpi <q < Z Di
i=1 i=1

Then
k1
Why 41 (T1) = @1 — 3 pi
i=1
Set for k > 2
wy(zg) = -+ = wg, (v1) = 0
and set

k1+1

b1 = Z bi —q1
i=1

1 =k; + 1 and consider xs.

After the branch specific redefinition of p; we compare ¢o to p; and branch as above. If
we choose the second branch k; should be read as ki from the previous step plus the new
k1. Repeat this until [ = L. For p = —1 we relabel wy in reverse order and apply the same
algorithm.

7 Empirical application: martial sorting and child education

To illustrate our methods in practice we present estimates of AREs from a simple setting. In
particular, we consider the effect of parents’ education on the education of their child. Kremer
(1997) is a related application. He considers the connection between neighborhood and martial
sorting in terms of years schooling and inequality in educational attainment among children.
Kremer specifies a linear relation between the average level of education of parents and the
years of schooling of their children. This implies that the average level of childrens’ education
is invariant under reallocations of parents.

We use data on 10,272 children from the NLSY to study the relation between the education
of parents and the education of their children. Table 1 gives summary statistics.

It should be noted that years of education is not uniformly distributed. In the data 43%
of the mothers, 35% of the fathers, and 44% of the children report that they have 12 years
of education with further spikes at 16 years of education. Reported years of education vary
between 1 and 20. A regression of a child’s years of schooling on that of their mother and
father (see Table 2) shows that the interaction effect is not significant. The relation is nonlinear
however, so that reallocations of parents may affect the average level of child education.
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Table 1: Years of education NLSY; N = 12272

Mean Std. dev.

Ed. child
Ed. mother
Ed. father

13.06 2.38
11.20 2.87
11.20 3.64

Table 2: Regression of education of child on education parents; NLSY, N = 10272

Coeflicient Standard err.

Constant

Ed.
Ed.
Ed.
Ed.
Ed.

R2

mother

father

mother?

father?

mother x Ed. father

11.27 .19

-.041 .036

-.077 .029
.011 .0023
.011 .0015

.0014 .0029
.22

Inspection of the average level of child education cross-classified by parent education shows
that a child’s educational attainment tends to be high if her mother has a high level of education
and her father has a low level of education relative to cases where her mother has a low level
of education and her father a high level of education. This asymmetry is not captured by the

interaction term.

Instead of trying more complicated regression models we directly estimate the average edu-
cation of children under correlated matching. Table 3 gives the average level for selected values
of p (7 is set equal to zero throughout). The figure reports the same levels and also gives the
error bands. The standard errors are computed by the delta method (see Appendix A.6). Note
that in this application we have no Z variables, i.e. we assume rather unrealistically that the
status quo assignment is not selective.

8 Conclusions

[TO BE COMPLETED)]

Figure 1: Average years of education child given correlated sorting; 95% error bands



Table 3: Average education given correlated (p) sorting

p | Bes  Std(Be)
99 [ 115 069
-8 | 11.7 048
-6 | 119 .040
-4 [ 121 037
-2 | 124 034

0 12.6 .033
2 ] 12.8 .031
4 1129 .030
6 | 13.0 .029
8 | 13.0 .029

99 | 131 .039
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NOTATION

by = N¢ is bandwidth

K =dim(Z2)

Wy=XA-X+(1-X) W for testing ARE’s

(B’s are average outcomes under various policies

[P for positive assortative matching

B"*™ for negative assortative matching

B for random matching

3% for status quo

B (p, ) for correlated matching

v is limit of the local complementarity test statistic

g(w,x,2) =BY|W =w, X =2,Z = z] = ho(w,x,2)/h1(w, z, 2)

m(w, z) =EB[X|W =w, Z = 2]

Ky(u) = #K(u/a) is kernel, where the dimension of w is k + 2. Kernel is bounded, with bounded
support U ¢ R*¥*2_ and of order s.

Support of random variable Z is Z

V = (W, X,Z") is collection of all random right hand side variables

N observations, (Y, V;) i=1,...,N.



Appendices

A Proofs of Theorems
A.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

d(wj, ) ))

h1(w,.'L‘,Z) :/nyWXZ(vaaxaz)dy

ho(w, x, 2) = fwxz(w,zx,z)

The ARE for correlated sorting is

N N
1 .
Bes = N2 Z Zg(wjvxkv Zk)d(wjvxk)
7=1k=1
with

) = P
h2(w7m7 Z)
_ hl (U}, z, Z)
g(UJ,x, Z) - hg(w,m, Z)

Using the identity

ab = ab+b(a —a) + a(b—b) + (& — a)(b—b)

2=

<
Il
-

<
Il
-

ke

~

N
>
=1
N
> g(wj, mp, 2) (d(wy, ) — d(wy, z))+
P
N
>

5=

<

Il
—
B

Il
—

(Q(wj, Ty 2k) — g(wjv Lk, Zk))(d(wj7 Tp) — d(wj7 Tr))
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(1.26)

(1.27)

(1.28)

(1.29)

(1.30)

(1.31)

(1.32)



In this decomposition the main term (1.29) is a two-sample U-statistic, the terms (1.30) and
(1.31) are correction terms that account for the estimation of the regression function and the
CDFs, and (1.32) is a remainder term that will be shown to be op,(1).

To obtain an asymptotically linear representation we express (1.30) and (1.31) as averages.
We first consider (1.30). Using

a a 1, a a 9 R

~ = - - — - 75 — —= — — = — — 1.

=ty b=t (-0 — (@ a)b-) (1.33)
we obtain

R _ ; ~ _ ~

g(w,x,z) - g(w,m,z) - hg(w,x,z) (hl(w>x7z) g(w>x7 Z)hg(ﬂ),l‘,Z))‘F

M2 G w2, 2) — ho(w, @, )P

h2(w7 xz, Z)ibg(w,.%‘, Z)
1

h2(w7 xz, Z)ibg(w,.%‘, Z)

(h1(w,z, z) — hi(w, z, 2))(ha(w, &, 2) — ha(w, z, 2))

Substitution in (1.30) gives

L ZZ h;)(ﬁl(wj,xk,zk) — g(wj, xy, zk)hg(wj,xk, 2r))d(wj, xp)+ (1.34)

N N

h ; d(w; A

LZZ 1(w],xk,z,f) CAED) (ha(wj, zp, 21) — ha(wj, Tx, 21,)) 2+ (1.35)
] h2(wj,$k,2k)h2(UJj,xk,Zk)

N N
1 d(wj,ack) ~ ~

~3 - (h1(wj, T, 26)—h1(wy, T, 2;)) (he(w;, Tk, 21) —ha(wj, T, 21))
NQ;; ho(w;, Tk, 2x) ha (w;, Tk, 21) ’ ! ’ ’

(1.36)

The main term (1.34) will be expressed as an average. The terms (1.35) and (1.36) are remainder
terms that will be shown to be op(1).
Substitution of hy and hg gives the following expression for (1.34)

N N
d(w;,
~3 ZZZ 1 74) )(yi = g(wj, xy, 21,)) Ko (wj — wi, T — T3y 2 — 2)  (1.37)

fWXZ Wi, Ty 2k

This is a V-statistic with kernel

d(wj7 mk)

h(vi, v, v) = )(yi — g(wj, zp, 2)) Ko (wj — wi, ) — x4, 21 — 2i)

fWXZ(wj7 Ty 2k

with v = (w z 2’)’. To apply the V-statistic projection theorem to (1.37) we need that

E(h(vi,vj,v1)?) < 00

[27]



Because d(wj, x,) is obviously bounded and by assumption 2 fi xz(w;, z, 2) is bounded from
0, this holds if

E [(yi — 9(wj, 2k, 21)) 2 Ko (wj — ws, 2 — @4, 25 — 2)°] < 00 (1.38)
This is true because

E (7 Ko(wj — wi, zp, — 4, 25 — 2)%] =
Euw; zx, 2 (/E(gf’w,x, 2) Ky (wj — w, x, — x, 25, — z)QfWXZ(w,:L‘,z)dwdzL‘dz> =

Euw; o, </E(y2]wj —ro,xp — S0,z —to)K(r, s t) fwxz(w; —ro,xp — so, 2, — ta)drdsdt) <

CE(y*) < o0

because E(y?) and K are bounded by assumptions 1 and 4. Here and in the sequel we use a
change of variables in the integral to r = (w; —w)/o,s = (v, —x)/0,t = (2 — z;) /0. For (1.38)
we also need that (using the same change of variables in the integral)

B [yig(wj, zk, 2) Ko (wj — wi, ap — 33, 2)k — 2)?]| <

| {!g(w]‘,wk, zk)| / l9(w, @, 2)| Ko (w; — w,x), — 2, 2 — 2)° fwx z(w, z, 2)dwdedz

ij@mzk (’g<wj7 Lk zk’) ’)Ewi7dfi72i (’g<wi7 L, ZZ) |) <

by assumptions 1-3. Finally, for (1.38) we need
E [g(w), zk, 21)° Ko (wj — wi, T — 33, 2 — 2i)?] < CBuyj a2 (9(w5, @, 21)?) < 00

by assumptions 1-3.
Applying the V-statistic projection to (1.37) we have that

N N N
1 wﬁmk’)
N i=1 j=1 k=1 fwxz w]wmk:azkz)

d(wj,x
~ Z/ s u]; ;k Zk)(yi—g<wj7mknZk:))Ka(wj—wiymk_l'iyZk_zi)fW(wj)fXZ($k7Zk)dwjdxkdzk+
7 )

(1.39)

w]7xk
Wi, Tis 2i) — §(Wj, Tk, 21) ) Ko (W5 — Wi, T — 4, 2 1.40
NZ/fWXZ wj,xk,zk)(g( ) = 9(wj, T, 1)) Ko (w; k— r — 2i)- (1.40)

fXZ(ﬂCk, 2) fw x z(wi, x4, z;)dapdzpdwde;dz; +

wjvzk
N}j | e oo i 20 — gy, 3, 20) oty — i 1,5~ ) (14D

[28]



1
fW (wj)fwxz(wi, X, zi)dwjdwidacidzi +op <ﬁ>

We show that only the first term (1.39) has a contribution to the asymptotic distribution.
Define for some sequence oy | 0

w]wTk

aiN = )(yi—g(wj, T, 21) ) Koy (Wi —wi, Tp—4, 25— 2;) fv (w5) fx 2 (T, 21) dw;jdagdzy,

fwxz(w;, Tk, 2k

Then

w ZL‘k
]\/ CLzN !—’ w, Z4,%i { fWXZ UJ]’ o Zk)(g(ﬂ)z‘7l’i72i) —g(wj7l‘k72k)).
VR Y

on (Wj —wi, o — 4, 26 — %) fwr (W) fx z (T, 2)dwjdrgdey]| =

d(wj,x
’/ 2 ) VN(g(w; —ron,x — son, 2z, — ton) — g(wj, T, 2x) ) K (7, 8,t)-
fWXZ w],xk,Zk)

fw(wj) fxz(xk, zi) fwxz(wj —ron, z, — son, 2z, — ton)drdsdtdw;jda,dz;|

By Taylor’s theorem

(o) ED g )
( ow ox 0z

_ 5\
g(wj—ron,ry—s0N, zp—ton)—g(w;, Ty, 2;) = Z ( ! r—+s—+t —) g(wj, xp, 21)+

i
[==)

s
sucen CDSEED 99 oNS
oN 3] U +88m +1 5% g(w; —Ton, Tk —SoN, 2 — tON)

with 7,3, ¢ intermediate between 0 and r, s, t. Because g is assumed to be S times differentiable
with an S-th derivative that is bounded on R%+2 and the kernel is of order S, we have that

V/NE(a;n)| < CV/No'5 K2

where we also use assumptions 1,2.
We have by assumptions 1-3 and using the same change of variables as before

lain| < C/!yz g(wy, g, 2) || Koy (W) —wi, T — x4, 21 — 23) | fv (wy) fx z (@, 2)dw;da,dz, <

Clyl / | Koy (W — wiy g, — 4, 25 — 23) | fv (wy) fx z (@, 2 ) dw;dapdzg+

C/ \g(wy, T, 21) || Koy (W5 — Wi, T — 4, 25 — 23) | fv (W) fx z (@, 2)dwjda,dz, <

Cl’yi’ + Gy wj7$k72k(’g(wj7 Lk, Zk’)’)

and the right-hand side has a finite expected value. The upper bound on |a;y| also yields an
upper bound on a?N that has a finite expected value. We have

d(wj, z d(wj, x
Bla?y) = By [ [ [ O o mns ) — 0] )

w]vxkvzk) fWXZ(wjaxka Zk
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/ / /
Koy (0j — wi, o — 24, 25 — 2i) Koy (W5 — w3, T, — T4, 21, — 2i)-

Jw (wj) fxz(xg, 2i) fw (w )fXZ(l‘z,zz)dwjdxkdzkdw;dx;dz,;] =

// d(w; + ron,z; + son) d(w; +r'on,x; + s'on)
By fwxz(wi +ron, x; + son, % + ton) fwxz(wi + 10N, x; + Son, zi + on)

(yi — g(wi +ron,xi + son, zi +ton))(yi — glwi +r'on,xi+ s'on, zi +ton))-
K(r,s, ) K(r',s' . t") fw(w; +ron)fxz(xi + son,z + ton)-
fw(wi +r'on)fxz(x; + son, 2 + t'on)drdsdtdr’ds’dt

Hence by dominated convergence

im_ B(eiy) = By | W 8" gl ) o w0 2o, 52| = V
N—oo T fwxz (wis T, 24)
. S(K+2)
We conclude that for any sequence oy that satisfies v No N 10
;N N
— Y (a;v —E(ain)) = —= ) ain +0p(1)
w2 R

—= Y ain = N(0,V) (1.42)

Next we consider (1 40) With a change of variables and by the same assumptions that were
used to bound |v/NE(a;y)| we have

U} 7xk’
\/7 Z/ fwxz( J )(g(wi’xhzi) — g(wj, x, 21 )) Ko (wj — wi, T — T3, 25 — 2i)-

Wy, Ty 2k

Ixz(@r, 2) fv x z(wi, @4, 2;)dagd zpdw;da;dz;| | <

U}],mk
B, H/fwxz w],xk,zk)( (13 ) = g(w; NE( )

fxz(xk, Zk;)fwxz(w]' —TON,Z} — SON,Zk — tUN)dl'dededetH S
S(K+2)
CWUN /

fw (w;) fx z(xk, z;)dwjde,dzdrdsdt
so that if \/]Tfa}gV(KH) 10

o o o\?° _ _ _
raw—i-sa— —i—t& g(wj —Ton,x, —SoN, 2z, — ton)| |K(r,s,t)]-

fZ/fWXZwy,fk )(Q(wi,xi,zi)—g(wj,ask,zk))KJ(wj—wi’xk_xi’zk_Zi), (1.43)

w]7 Tk, 2k
Ixz(@r, 2) fw x z(wi, 24, z;)depdzpdw;dadz; = 0,(1)

[30]



by the Markov inequality. An analogous argument gives that

\/*Z/fwxzwj’xk )(g(wi,xi,zi)—g(wj>xk72k))Ka(wj—wi>:vk Tiy 2k — 2)- (1.44)

w],.'L‘k,Zk

fW (wj)fwxz(wi, T, z,)dw]dw,dx,dz, = Op(l)

if VNo a2 |0,
Next, we consider (1.35). Newey (1994) shows that under assumptions 1-4

o InN _K_;4
sup \hj(w, x,2) — hj(w,z, 2)| = O, (\/HTO'NZ + S(K+2)> (1.45)
w,r,zEWXXXZ

for j = 1,2. Hence we have

Al (wj, Ty 2 )d(wj, Tg) 5
ZZ D2 RPN (g (wj, i, 28) — ho(wj, o, 1)) <
e wg,%‘k,zk)hz(wg,wk,%)

1 ~ 2
(N4 SUPy z,2eWx XX Z ]hQ(w,x,z) - h2(w> x,z)]) 1 hl(wj7xk7zk)d(wj7xk)

infw,m,zEWXXxZ ’iLQ(U],-T, Z)’ j=1 k=1 hQ(U)j, Lk, Zk')
Now
. ) > . _ ol _
vtz Welw s s ()= e, 2)
Hence

2

\/JT[ ii hl(wj,mk,zk)d(wj,mk) >
h

- (ho(wj, zk, 21) — ho(wj, x4, z;.c))2 =o0p(1) (1.46)
=1 o1 he(wy, ks 2 ) he (W), @, 2k)

if o is such that

Ni
1 U]g+1—>00 Nis S(K+2)

-0 (1.47)

]

In

An analogous argument shows that for (1.36) we have

NN N Ay 0) )
2 ZZ (h1(wj, Th, 2x)—h1(wy, T, 21) ) (he(wy, Tk, 21)—ho (W), Tk, 21)) =
=1 k=1 ha( w],mk,zk)hz(w],mk,zk)

(1.48)

op(1)
if o satisfies (1.47). This completes the discussion of the first part of the correction term.

The second part of the correction term is obtained from (1.31). Using the definition of k in
(1.58) and a second-order Taylor expansion we have

N

d(wj, x) — d(wj, zx) = k(Fw (w)), Fx (2x)) — k(Fw (w;), Fx (z1)) =

[31]



S (i), Foc o)) B (y) = Fi ) + 5 (i (1), P () (o) — (o)) +
2 R 2 R
5758 o (03). P o) B ) = P10+ 5 (P ). () (P ) = i)+
2 A A
S (Fov (), Focw)) i () — For o) (o () — P()
$1089

with Fy (w;), Fx(xg) intermediate values. Substitution in (1.31) gives

NQZZgw],xk,zk d(wj, zx) — d(wj, zx)) =

l iig%xk,zk) 2% (B ), Fic o)) (o () — Fo () + (1.49)
vy iligm,xk,zk>§—i<Fw<wj>,Fx<xk>><Fx<xk> - Fx(w)+ (1.50)
1 iigka, o) 5 (v ), o) (i) — Fi )+ (1.51)
LN égg<wj,xk, o) S8 (Fur (). i00) (P 03) — Px(on)*+ (152

where the derivatives are given in (1.59)-(1.63).
The leading terms (1.49) and (1.50) are V-statistics. For instance, (1.49) can expressed as

N N N
SIS gl ) o (B ), Fxon) (I S w) - Fwlwg) = (154)
j=1 k=1 1=1

N
1 ok
\/TV ; ijwk,zk [g(wj, Tk, Zk)a—sl

and (1.50) is

(Fw (wy), Fix (wx)) (L (w; < wj) — Fw(wj))} + 0p(1)

ok
vd) ZEw] o 900300, 5) o (P (). Px (o) (s < 1) = P )| +05(1) (159
both by the V-statistic projection theorem.
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The terms in (1.51)-(1.53) are o,(1). We show this for (1.51) with the proof for the other
terms being analogous. First, note that inspection of (1.61) shows that this is a bounded
function. Hence

g(wﬁxk,fzk)a—S%(FW(wj) s Fx () (Fw (w)) — Fiw (w)))?| <

OV sup I (w) ~ Fur(w)? < € (N suplfir () — Fir(a] ) = oy(1)
weWw w

by the law of the iterated logarithm.
The final step in the proof is to deal with (1.32). We have

EE

N N
ZZ w],.'L‘k,Zk g(w]7xk7zk))(d(w]7xk) - d(w],l‘k)) <
J=1 k=1

Ni o oswp |g(w,z,2) — glw,a,2)| - N1 sup |d(w,z) — d(w,)]

w,r,zEWXXXZ w,c€EWXX
We have
Ni  sup \d(w, z) — d(w,z)| =
w,x€EWXX
N sup 2K B (w), Fx (@) (B (w) — Fw(w)) + 22 (Fyy (w), Fx (2))(Fx () — Fx (2))| <

sy

w,tEWXX 831

C1N7 sup |Fy (w) — Fy(w)| + CoN# sup |Fx (z) — Fx (2)] = 0,(1)
weW reX
Using (1.33) we have

Sup ]Q(w,m,z) —g(w,m,z)! <
w,T,2EWXXXZ

; lg(w,z,2)| 5
sup — | (w,z,2)—h(w, z, 2) |+ sup ——————|ho(w, x, 2)—ho(w, x, 2)|+
w2, 2EWX XX Z !hz(w,w,Z)!’ ( )= ) w,z,2€EWX XX Z |h2(w,m,z)|| ( )=ha )
sup ’9(71%?57 Z)’ ’iLQ(U},Z‘,Z) - hg(w,x,Z)|2+
w,,2eWxXx 2 |ha(w, x, 2)ha(w, z, 2)|
1

sup - \ha(w, , 2) — ho(w, z, 2)||hy (0, &, 2) — hi(w, z, 2)|
w,a,zeWxXxZ |he(w, z, 2)ha(w, x, 2)|

Hence by (1.45) we have that for a sequence o that satisfies (1.47)

Ni  sup (w3, 2) — g(w,,2)| = 0,(1)
w,L,2EWXXXZ

This completes the proof of the theorem. [
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A.2 Derivatives of the Truncated Normal Cupola

We consider the functions
c1(s) = 6. (@' (5))
and
ca(s1,82) = ¢e(P; (51), D (52)5 p)
with 0 < s <1 and 0 < s1,s2 < 1. The derivatives are

d01

(s =)
Oor 00 (s0). 0 o)) 0 (s0) = 0 (o)
P L—p? 0c(®: (51))
Define
o s — ca(s1,52)
Kot 2) c1(s1)ca(s2)
We have
O 1y ) = - G0 ()2 ) (470 ) 0 ()
Os1° (et (51))0e(®2 " (s2)) 6(D:(51))
B8 )= — S L ) (05 ) o))
Os2 (e (51))be(®2 ' (s2)) fe(®e ' (52)
Ok = 0@ (52, 2 (s0)ip)
051 0@ (51))30,(®c (52))
{(P207 (52) + 90 (51))” = (607 (52) + p® (1)) @ (51) = 2
@(Sl 82) ¢c( c ( )(I)c_l(sl);p)
0537 0@ (1))@ (52))?
{(7207 (1) + p07 1 (2)" = (6207 (51) + p@7 (52)) @ (s2) = 2
82k ¢c( c ( )(I) 1(81) p)

95105 1) = 5 (071 (5120, (07 L (52))°
{(P2: (51) + 02 (s52)) (P2 (s2) + p2 (1) — )}

(1.56)

(1.57)

(1.58)

(1.59)

(1.60)

(1.61)

(1.62)

(1.63)



A.3 DMaterials related to derivation of large sample properties of 5**™

Before proving the main results we present some preliminary results.
For a real valued random variable Y with support Y = [y,7y], define

N

Fy(y) =Y 1Y <},

i=1
and, for ¢ € (0,1]
Fy'(q) = min{y € Y: Fy(y) > ¢},

and Fy 1(0) = Y.
First some Lemmas from Al.

Lemma A.1 For any 6 < 1/2, with Y = [y,5y], and Fy(y) continuously differentiable on Y,

sup N° - | Fy (y) — Fy (y)| 0.
yeY

Proof: See Lemma A.2 in Al

Lemma A.2 For any 6 < 1/2, with Y = [y,5y], and Fy(y) continuously differentiable on Y,

sup NO - |Fy(q) — Fyt(g)] 2 0.
q€[0,1]

Proof: See Lemma A.3 in Al
We will use the following generalization of this:

Lemma A.3 For any 0 < 1/2, with Y = [y,y], X = [z,7] and Fy(y) and Fx(x) continuously
differentiable on Y, with Fy(y) bounded away from zero on Y:

sup N° - ‘F;l (Fx(ac)> — Pt (FX(m))‘ L)

zeX

Proof: By the triangle inequality

2L€1§N6 . ‘F;l (Fx($)> — ijl (FX(m))‘

< sup N° - ‘F;l (FX($)> — (FX(QU))‘

zeX
+sup N ‘F;l (Fx(ac)> - Fyt (FX(x))‘
zeX
< sup N°- |71 (q) - Fy (o)
qE[U,l]
1 |-
+ sup N°. ‘Fx—Fx‘
zex,ypev fy () x() =~ Fx (@)

The first term is o,(1) by Lemma A.2, and the second by the fact that Fy(y) is continuous
differentiable with its derivative bounded away from zero, in combination with Lemma A.1. [
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Lemma A.4 (UNIFORM CONVERGENCE) Suppose Y = [y, 7], and Fy (y) is twice continuously

differentiable on Y, with its first derivative fy(y) = %yz( ) bounded away from zero on Y.
Then, for 0 <n < 3/4 and § > max(2n —1,7n/2),

sup N |\Fy(y+z) — Fy(y) — (Fy(y +2) — Fy(y))| == 0.
yeY,z<N 9 z4yecY

Proof: See Lemma A.5 in Al

Lemma A.5 () Suppose Y = [y,y], and Fy(y) is twice continuously differentiable on'Y, with

its first derivative fy (y) = °F Y( ) bounded away from zero on Y. Then, for 0 <n < 3/4 and
d > max(2n —1,n/2),

sup N lﬁy(erw)—Fy(y)—fy(y)-:v‘ -2 0.
y€Y,z<N =% x4+ycY

Proof: By the triangle inequality

sup N |y (y+2) =y ()~ fy (9) -]
y€eY,x<N 9 z4yecY
< s N |Ryeo) - (Frly+ o) - Fe(y)]
yeY,x<N 9 z4yecY
+ sup N |Fy(y+z)— Fy(y) — fr(y) - z|.

yeY,z<N—9% x4+ycY

The first term on the right-hand side converges to zero in probability by Lemma A.4. To show
that the second term converges to zero note that

sup N"-|Fy(y+z)— Fy(y) — fr(y) - z|
yeY,r<N 9% z+ycY

< sup N |fy(y +Az) - o — fy(y) |
yeY,x<N 9 z+yeY,\€[0,1]

< sup N |Fy(y+z) = Fy(y) — fr(y) - z|
yeY,r<N 9% z+ycY

0

< sup N . ‘ fy< ) - Aa?

y€eY,ze€Y,x<N—8 z4+ycY dy

< sp N2V o
yeY,x<N—9 dy

because %%(y) is bounded, z < N9, and § > n/2.

Lemma A.6 Suppose Y = [y,7], and Fy(y) is twice continuously differentiable on 'Y, with its
first derivative fy (y) = 8F ( ) bounded away from zero on Y. Then, for all0 <n <5/7,

sup N - F;l(q)—Fgl(q)—i— 2.

120 T (Y @) —a)




Proof: See Lemma A.6 in AL
Next, some results from Newey (1994b).

Lemma A.7 Suppose that E[|Y[] < oo for p > 2, B[|Y|P|X = z]f) is bounded, X C R is
compact, Assumption 4.6 is satisfied for A > j, and 0 = o(N) such that o(N) is bounded and
N*=@/P)g(N)*/In(N) — co. Then

13— Elg)ll; = Op (In(N)2(Na (N)-+20)71/2) (1.64)
Lemma A.8 If Assumption 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 are satisfied for d > j + s, then

IEg] — gll; = O(a(N)?). (1.65)

Lemma A.9 If the hypotheses of Lemma’s A.7 and A.8 are satisfied and Assumption 4.7 is
satisfied with for d > j + s, then

19 = gll; = Op(I(N) 2 (Na(N)*2) 12 o (N)*. (1.66)

Next, a result from Newey (1997).
Now we present some results directly relevant to the estimator for SP*™.

Lemma A.10
fowx — fw = 0p (N_1/2> :
Proof: [y x is a V-statistic. Hence it can be approximated by two sums

b x = Bl x]

N N
5 > (aw (W) = Blaw (W) + N > ax() = Blax(C0) + oy (N17).

However, gx(z) = 0, so that the third term vanishes and

fowx = BEliw x] + %Z Elgw (W)]) + op (N_l/z)

1 N
= 2w (W) +o, (N7%)
=1

w + 0p (N_1/2>

=

O
Lemma A.11
fix, X, — Bx = 0p (N71/2) :
Proof: The proof is the same as the proof of Lemma A.10, and therefore omitted. [J
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Lemma A.12

VN - iy = N (0, Elqw (W:)?))
and

VN - iy =5 N (0, Blax (X2)?)) -

Proof: Because E[qw x (W, X)] = 0, it follows that E[gw (V)] = 0. Then a central limit
theorem implies the result. For the second part, we have similarly Elgx, x,(X,z2)] = 0, and
therefore Elgx(X)] = 0, and then a central limit theorem implies the second result. O

Proof of Lemma 4.1:

b= ig (At (B (X)) X:) = B o (Fy! (P (X)), )]
- ]i\f ,ilg ( W (FX(X")> X) - % iilg (FV_V1 (Fx(Xi)) X) (1.67)
. (jiv ilg (Fw (Fx(X2). X)) — iilg (Fo (Fx(X0)) 7XZ.)> (168
+J%f ég (Fy' (Fx(X2)), Xi) = % jzlg (Fy' (Fx (X)), Xi) (1.69)

+J%f ig (FV_Vl (FX(Xi)> X) - ]i\; ig (Fv_vl (FX(XZ')) X) (1.70)

N N
- (z%f >0 (B! (Fx (X)), X) - % D9 (Ft (Fx (X)) ,XZ-)> (1.71)
1 N _ A 1 N !
oy 2o (B! (B (X0), %) = 5 Do (R (Fe (X)), X0) (1.72)
1 ]_V . 1 _N
v 209 (Bt (AX0) X0) =5 30 (Fy! (Px(X). X) - 0079
N
+]%[ D9 (B (Fx (X)), Xi) =B [g (Fy! (Fx (X)), X)]. (1.74)

Since the right-hand side of (4.16) is equal to (1.69), (4.17) equals (1.72), (4.18) equals (1.73),
and the first two terms in (4.19) equal (1.74), we only need to show that the sum of (1.67),
(1.68), (1.70), and (1.71) are 0,(N~%/2). We do this by showing that the sum of (1.67) and
(1.68) is 0,(N~1/2), and that the sum of (1.70) and (1.71) is o, (N~1/?).

First consider the sum of (1.67) and (1.68).
X ig (B (Bx (). %) -+ ig (B! (Fx(x)), X))



> 322 (i, X:) (Bt (Fx(X0) = Fy! (Fx (X)) (1.75)

N i i% (w3, X;) (F;Vl (FX(XZ-)) — Fy)! (FX(XZ-)))Q . (1.76)

x (Bt (Fx (X)) = By (Fx (X)) + o0, (N1/2)
<sup| 2 (Fy! (P (@) .2) = 52 (Fy! (Fx(o) ) (1.77)
xsup (B! (Bx(@)) = B! (Px(2))) \ +o, (N1/2). (1.78)

In the second to last equality we used the fact that (1.76) is 0,(N~1/2) because 9?g(w, z)/Ow?
is bounded and because (FI;,l (FX(Xi))—FV}l (Fx(X;)))?is 0,(N~1/2 by Lemma A.6. In addition
(1.75) is 0, (N~1/2) because sup,, , [0%9(w, z)/0w?—0*g(w, ) /Ow?| = 0,(1), so sup,, , |0*G(w, x) /Ow?| <
2sup,, , [0%g(w, z)/Ow?| with probability approaching 1.
By Lemma ?7?, sup,cx ]% (B (Fx(z)), ) — g—i(FV{,l (Fx(x)),z)| = op(IN~"). Using Lemma
A6 it follows that sup,cx ](Fﬁ,l (Fx(z))— Fyt (Fx(2)))] = 0p(N~(1/271/2) 50 that the product
in (1.77)-(1.78) is 0,(N~1/2). This finishes the part of the proof showing that the sum of (1.67)
and (1.68) is 0,(N~1/2).
Next, consider the sum of (1.70) and (1.71). First we show that

L n /s 1N .
N; w (FX(Xi)) —NZFJV (FX(Xi)) (1.79)



By Lemma A.6

_J%f Z fw (B! (1Fx (X1)) : (Fw (FV‘Vl (FX(XZ-))) - FX(XZ-)) +o, (N—1/2>
(1.84)

1y 1 - 1
=N ; (fw (Fﬁ/l (FX(X1)>> Fuv (F{X/l <FX(XZ)))) (1.85)
(B (5! (A (0)) = (0) (1.86)
N

N ) (1.87)

< ((Bw (B (Fx (X)) = Fx (X)) = (B (F* (Fx (X)) = Fx (X)) (1.88)

Lemma A.1 implies that supgcpo |Fw (Fipt(q)) — q| = 0p(N~% for any § < 1/2. The same

Lemma, combined with continuous differentiability of Fyy-(w), implies that sup,ex | fw (Fyp (Fx(x))) 1=

fw (Fy (Fx ()7 = 0,(N~?%). Hence the product (1.85)-(1.86) is 0,(N~1/2).
To show that the product (1.87)-(1.88) is 0,(N~'/2) it is sufficient to show that

sup | (B (Fg (Px (@) = Fx (@) = (B (Fg! (Fx@) ) = Px(@))| = 0, (N72) (1.89)

since we can ignore the factor in (1.85) because it is bounded. We can rewrite this as
sup |(Fw (B! (Fx () = Fx (@) = (Fw (B! (Fx(@))) = Px(@)] (1.90)
sup ‘ (FW (Fi! (Fx(x))) — Fw (ngl (FX (x)))) (1.91)
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— (FvY/I (Fw (Fx(z))) — Fy/! (FW (FX(m))))

which is op(N_1/2) by an application of Lemma A.4, e.g., with n = 2/3 and 0 = 2/5. This
shows that (1.79)-(1.80) holds.
In addition, for all § < 1/2, by Lemma A.2,

; (1.92)

Bt (FX(Xi)> By (FX (X,)) ~o, (N—5) : (1.93)
and
g (Fx (X)) = Fy? (Fx(X3)) = 0, (N7). (1.94)

In order to prove that the sum (1.70) and (1.71) is 0,(N~1/2), it is now sufficient to prove that
with a continuously differentiable function g(w, x), for some § < 1/2 and some 1 > 0,

sup 9w, 3) — glw +a,3) — (9w +b,2) — glw+ e, 7) = 0, (NV2)
weW,zeX, |al,|b],|c|<N =% |—a—bdc|<N—1/2=n

Using a Taylor series expansion we can write

g(w,z) — g(w+a,z) — (g(w +b,x) — g(w + ¢, x)

)0 s O )0~ Dy b 2 T 0y
—i—%(w,x) c—%gz}gz(wc,x) c
—(a—i—b—c)%( : )—%%(wa,x) a2——622(wb,x) bz—i—%%(wc,x) =0 (N—1/2>
]
Lemma A.13

N N
v D9 (B! (Fx (X)), Xi) - N D9 (Fy' (Px (X)), X;) = 0, )

Proof of Lemma 4.2:
By a mean value theorem there are a; such that

9 (B! (Fx(X)). ;)

= g (F! (Fx(X0)), X3) + gu (a5, X0) - (B! (Fx (X)) = Fyg (Fx(X0) )

and a; — By (Fx (X:))] <[B! (Fx (X)) = F (Fx (X:))|. Thus
g (B! (Fx (X)), X:)
— g (B (Fx (X)), X0) + g (Fip! (Fx(X0), X3) - (B! (Fx (X0) = F! (Fx (X))

[41]



+ (9 (F (Fx(X0) . X) = gu (a5, X)) - (B! (Fx (X)) = B! (Fx (X))

Consider the second term on the right-hand side. By a mean value theorem and by Assumption
7?7 we have for some b; € W:

(90 (Fi* (Fx(X0)), Xi) = gu (a2, X)) - (Bt (Px (X)) = Fy* (Fx (X))

= gun (b0, X2) - (B (Fx (X)) — ) - (B! (Fx (X)) = By (Fx (X0) )

Because |a; — Fy' (Fx (X)) < | I;/ (Fx(X;)) — Fy (Fx(X;))| this can be bounded in absolute
value by

9w X0)| - (B (Px(X0) — By (Fx (X))

A1 1 2
< ’gww(quz)’ © sup (FW (Q) - FW (Q))
qE[O,l]

Because sup,¢(g 1 N‘S(FI;/l (9) — Fy*(q)) = 0,(1) for all § < 1/2, it follows that the last term is
0p(N~29) for all § < 1/2 and therefore 0,(N~1/2), and thus

g (B! (Fx (X)), Xi) = g (Fy! (P (X)), X))

g0 (Fig (Fx (X)), X0) - (Bt (Fx(X0) = B! (Fx (X)) + 0, (N712)).

The remaining step is to show that
1 & -
— % D 9w (Fit (Fx(X0), X0) - (B! (Fx (X)) = F! (Fx(X0) ) = 0, (N712)
i=1
By Lemma A.10 it is sufficient to show that
1 & .
ﬂWX_]Tf Zgw (Fm_/l (Fx(X3)),Xi)- (Fm_/l (Fx (X)) — Fy/t (FX(XZ-))) =0, (N—l/z) . (1.95)
i=1
First we work on the second term:
1 & .
52 0 (B (Fx (X)), X)) - (B! (Px (X)) = F (Fx (X))
i=1

gw X)) Xz)
N z; X(X )

(FW(FVYA(FX(XZ))) - FX(XZ))‘ =0, <N_1/2> 7

by Lemma A.6. Substltutmg in for fiyy x we are then left with:

| NN
Nz > awx (Wi, Xj)

i=1 j=1
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L (W < Fph(Fx (X))} — Fx(X0))

N i=1 j=1 fW(FI;/l(FX(Xz)))
= % lel(JWX(Wz,XJ)
: ZZM L R, < P} - Fe(0).
R i=1 j=1 fw (B (Fx (X3)))
which is equal to zero. O

Proof of Lemma ?7?: By Lemma A.11 it is sufficient to show that

]iviilg (Fv}l (FX(X’L)> ,Xi> - % ig (Bt (Fx (X)), Xi) — fux, x, = Op (N—l/z)

1

<.
I

Using a Taylor series expansion we obtain:

1 & . N
N Zlg (Ft (Fx(30) . 0) = 5 S0 (! (P (X)) X0)

@
Il
—

N2 ;]Zl Fi((;g )‘;;Z) . (1{Xj < X;}—Fx(X;)+ op (N—I/Q)
fix,x, + 0p (N 1/2)

O

Lemma A.14

N
& D9 (Bt (F(X0)) X)) =B [g (Fy (Fx(X0), X)] -5 A (0.E [ (9 (! (Fx(X0)). X) — )7]).



Proof: This follows directly from a central limit theorem and the smoothness assumptions
on g(w,x), Fyy(w) and Fx(z). O.
We are interested in the asymptotic distribution of

~ pam

y=p"" - ]iv Zg (B (Fx (X)), Xi) (1.96)

s
I
—

with V7, Vo, and V vectors of dimension k1, ko, and k = k1 + ks.
Let 7(u) be a function from Vs to Vy, with derivative r’(u) = %(u).
We are interested in the distribution of

1
]—VZ r(Vai), Vai) = g (r(Vai), Vai)) .

where g(v1,v2) is a kernel estimator. The kernel is C(v), and the estimator for g(v) is

N
~ KU'(‘[L' - U)
g(v) = Yi- )
; j'vzl KU(VJ —v)
with
1
Ko(v) = — - Klv/o),
so that

1
Ko (v1,v2) = P -K(vi/o,v2/0).

Lemma A.15 (NEWEY (1994), LEMMA B.4)
Let h(v) = E[Y|V =] - fy(v) with h(v) a kernel estimator for h(v),

N
hv) = S Vi Ko (Vi — v),
1=1

with the kernel K,(v) satisfying the conditions in Assumption ??. Let the (Y;,V;) satisfy the

conditions in Assumption 77, and let by satisfy the bandwidth conditions in Assumption 4.11.
Then

sup
v

h(v) — h(v)| = 0, <1n(N)1/2 - (Nb?v)il/ g bfv>

[44]



Lemma A.16 Let k(v) be a function from'V C R¥ to 'V, with V compact, and k(v) continuously
differentiable on its domain. Let g : V. — R be continuously differentiable, and let h(v) =
E[Y|V =v] - fy(v) with h(v) a kernel estimator for h(v),

1 N
=+ D Yi Ko (Vi—v),
i=1

with the kernel K,(v) satisfying the conditions in Assumption ??. Let the (Y;,V;) satisfy the
conditions in Assumption 7?7, and let by satisfy the bandwidth conditions in Assumption 4.11.
Then

U=y i (k) =m0 - 9(V) = [ (k) = k() - 900 o ()

=o0p (N_1/2> .

Proof of Lemma A.16: There are three steps in the proof. First we obtain a U-statistic
representation for U: Uy = Us + 0,(N~1/2) with

N
1
=1 j>1

with mg(-) symmetric: ma(yo, vo, y1,v1) = ma(y1,v1,%0,v0). Second, using U-statistic results
we obtain an asymptotically linear representation for Us: Uy = Uz + 0,(N -1/ 2) with

1 N
LS . (195)

with E[ms(V)] = 0. Third, we show that

supmg(v) — 0.
veV

This implies that Us = 0,(N~/2).

O

Proof of Lemma ?7: There are two steps in the proof. First we linearize the estimator
and second we apply Lemma A.16. First define

hi(v) = fv(v),

and
ha(v) = BlY[V =] - fv(v),

with corresponding kernel estimators
1
O

[45]



and

. 1 Y
ha(v) = > Y Ko (Vi —v).
Then
g(v) = Zigzg, and §(v) = Z?EZ;

The first step is to show that we can linearize the difference between the estimator and the
estimand:

1 Y ho r(Vie),Vie) 1 al ha(r(Vi2), Vi2)

N Zzl hi(r(Via),Vig) N Zzl hi(r(Vie), Vi2)
1K ha(r(Vi), Via) — ha(r(Via), Via)
TN ROV Va)

_1 > %ﬁmvm), Via) — hi(r(Via), Via) + oy (N—l/Q) .

The linearization remainder term is:

1 m ha(r(Via), Vie) 1 xem ha(r(Viz), Vi)
N;ﬁl(T(Vn),Vh) N;hl(r(vn),‘@z)
1 K ha(r(Via), Via) — ha(r(Via), Vi
_JTIZ (r( )hr)V- (r(Vi2), Vi2)
i=1 1( ( 12)7 22)
1 X ho(r(Vin), Via)
N ; hi(r(Vie), sz)hl(T(Vizx Vi) = (r(Va), Vie)

(A3l 15 ket
N R 00 ) ),



i—1 ha(r(Viz), Viz) (1.100)
1 ha(r(Via), Via) U T o 1

Nizlﬁl(T(Wz),WQ)hl(r(%),v;Q) (A (r(Via), Via) = ba(r(Via), Viz) ) (1.101)

+]%7 Z% : (ﬁl(r(%z),%z) - hl(r(vig),vgz)) (1.102)

By Lemma A.15 sup, |h;(v) — h;(v)| = O,(In(N)1/2. (Nbﬂ“\,)_l/2 +b%). By the rate conditions

on by, this is 0,(N~'/4). By Assumption ?? it follows that sup, |1/h;(v) — 1/h;(v)| is also
0,(N~1/4). This implies that the sum of (1.122) and (1.123) and the sum of (1.101) and (1.102)
are both o (N -1/ 2). This completes the first step.

The second step applies Lemma A.16 twice. First with k(v) = (r(v2),v5)", h(v) = hi(v),
9(v) = ha(r(va2),v2) /A3 (r(v2), v2) O

Proof of Lemma ?7: The ¢ y; —E[¢y;] for a triangular array with the terms ¢ ; — B[ ;]
and ¥ ; —E[¢y,] and identically distributed. We will apply Liapounov’s central limit theorem
to this triangular array. First we show that

E [¢)y;] — 0. (1.103)
Define
hi(vi,v2) = fur s (v1,02)

ha(vi,v2) = B[Y|Vi = v, Vo = 0] - fu ve(v1,v2)

with kernel estimators

1
hi(vi,v2) = N ZKU'N (Vii — v, Va; — v2)

N
A 1
ha(vi,v2) = N ZY; Koy (Vig —v1, Vo — v2)
=1
Then
LN
EYyn]=E | ZTPMI
=1
) .
=B | = >R [ (= gb(w),w) - Koy (r(u) = Vir,u = Va)du
=1 ]
k 1 ]
2
=N B | [ D00 glk(w),w) - Koy (r(w) = Vis, u — Vao)du
=1 ]




= alf\}ﬂ . / (E [ﬁg(r(u),u)] —E [ﬁl(r(u),u)] -g(r(u),u)) du
We can bound this by

O'i}ﬂ . / (E [ﬁg(r(u),u)] -k [ﬁl(r(u),u)] -g(r(u),u)) du

< U?vlﬂ-/(h2(7“(U)7U)—hl(T(U)m)-g(r(u),u))du (1.104)
+U§\/}/2 . / sup |E [iLQ(Ul,’UQ)] — hg(vl,vg)‘ du (1.105)
—i—ai}ﬂ . /Sug) E [ﬁl(m,vg)] — hl(vl,vg)‘ g(r(u),u)|du (1.106)

(1.104) is equal to C'- Ji}/ ? which converges to zero. By uniform convergence of E[h (vy, v2) and
E[ha(v1,v2) to hi(v,v2) and hg(vy, va) respectively it follows that (1.105) and (1.106) converge
to zero. This demonstrates (1.103).

Second, we show that

E[($n:)?] -5 Q. (1.107)

First,

E[(Yn:)?] = oy B

</ (i = glr(u), u) Koy (r(u) = Vi, u - Wz)dU>2]

_ k1
_O-N.E

</ (9(Vir, Vig) — g(r(u), u)) Koy (r(u) — Vi, u — Vi2)du> 2] (1.108)

2
+oi - B |0®(Vir, Via) </KaN(T(U) —Vit,u — Vi2)du) : (1.109)

We show that (1.108) is o,(1) and that (1.109) converges to Q. First, (1.108):

k1
oy E

(9(Via, Vi) = (1 (), 0)) Ko (r(1) — Vit — Vig)du)
(J )]

_ ﬁ/ </ (9(vr,v2) — g(r(u), w) K <T(“) e ”2) du)2 Frava (v1, v2)dvr dvs.

g g
ON

1
T kit2ks
ON

By change of variables from v; to s = (7(v2) — v1) /o, with Jacobian |J| = o* this is equal to

;kz / </ (g(r(ve — s0,v2) — g(r(u),u)) K <M TG ”2> du>2 Forva(r(v1)—s0, v2)dsduvs.

g g
ON

[48]



By change of variable in the inner integral from u to t = (u — v3) /0 with Jacobian |.J| = o*2

this is equal to

/ (/ (g(r(vy — so,v2) — g(r(ve + to), vs + to)) K (T(v2 +10) —r(v) | S’t> dt>2

g

X fvi,ve (r(v2) — so, v2)dsdvs. (1.110)

There is are compact sets S and T such that

K (r(vz +to) —r(ve) n s,t)

g

is zero for (s,t) ¢ S x T. For (s,t) € S x T we can bound
|9(r(v2 — 50, v2) — g(r(v2 +10),v2 + to)| < Co

for some constant C. Hence we can bound (1.110) by

C’a/l{s €S} (/ 1{t € T}K (T(W + to;_) —rlve) | s,t> dt>2 For vy (r(v2)—s0, va)dsdvy < Caor.

where the last inequality follows from the boundedness of K(v1,v2) and fy; 1, (v1,v2) and the
compactness of S, T and Va. This shows that (1.108) is o,(1). Next, consider (1.109): First,

ki
oy B

o2(Vi, V) </ Koy, (1) — Vi, — Vg)du)zl

o2(Vi, Va) <//c <7"(“)U‘ N u ‘UVQ) du)2]

1 r(u) —vy u—wo 2
- W . /02(01,1)2) </IC< ( )U 1, > 2) du) fvive (v, v2)dvuidus.
N

By change of variable from v; to s = (r(v2) — v1)/o with Jacobian |J| = o'k} this is equal to:

- -/02(7“(01)—80,1)2) <//c <M 45,8 ;”2) du)2 Fri v (r(v2) — 50, 02) v

g
ON

1

- k1+2k2 B
ON

By change of variables from u to t = (u — vp) /o with Jacobian |.J| = o%2 this is equal to

2
21k2 ./02(7"(1)1)—30, v2) </ 0'];:\% K <7"(U2 +tUU) —r(v1) 4 s,t) dt) Frva (r(vs) =50, v2)dsduvs

ON

_ /az(r(vl)—sa,vg) </1c <T(“2 H? —rl) | s,t) du>2 Fur v (r(v2) — 50, v )dsdvy.
(1.111)
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To show that (1.111) converges to §2, we write

o2(r(v) — 0, v2) ( / K (T(“z to) —r(w) | s,t> du>2 Frr v (r(v2) — 0, va)dvrdvz — Q

g

_ <a2(r(@) — s0,vs) (//c (T(“z tto) —rle) | s,t> du>2 Frva (r(vs) — 50, v3)dvrdvs

g

(1.112)

g

—o2(r(va), v2) ( / K (T(“z tto)—rlw) | s,t> du>2 Frava (r(vs) — sa,vg)dvldm)
)

(1.113

+ <a2(r(@),uz) ( / K (T(“z tio) —rlv) | s,t> du>2 Frva (r(vs) — 80, v3) dvyduy

g

(1.114)

—o?(r(v2), v2) </K(r’(v2)t+s,t) du) fvi vy (r(v2) — so, vg)dvldvg> (1.115)
<U2(T(U2),U2) <//C (r'(v2)t + s,t) du) i v (1(v2) — so,v2)dvidvs (1.116)
o?(r(ve), v2) <//C (7' (v2)t + s, 1) du) i v (T(vg),vg)dvldvg> (1.117)

+/a2(r(02),v2) <//C (r' (v2)t + s, 1) du)2 S v (r(v2), v2)dvydog — Q (1.118)

We show that (1.112)-(1.113), (1.114)-(1.115) and (1.116)-(1.117)are op(1). Combined with the
fact that (1.118) is zero by definition, it follows that (1.111) converges to €. There are compact
sets S and T such that for (s,t) ¢ S x T the kernel K ((r(ve +to) —r(vi))/o + s,t) is equal
to zero for all values of o and vy. For s € S, ¢t € T, and vy € Vo, K ((r(v2 +to) —r(v1))/o + s,t)
and fy, v, (r(v2)—so, v2) are bounded. In addition, for these values |o?(r(v1) — s0,v2) — 02(r(v2), v2)| <
Co for some positive constant C. This implies that (1.112)-(1.113) is o,(1). Similarly, the dif-
ference |(r(ve +to) —r(v1)) /o — r'(v2)t| < Co for some positive constant C, and hence (1.114)-
(1.115) is op(1) Finally, for s € S and va € Va |fy; 1, (7(v2) — s0,v2) — fyy v, (r(v2),v2)| < Co
for some constant C, which combined with the bounds on I ((r(ve + to) — r(v1))/o + s,t) and
o(r(v2),ve) implies that (1.116)-(1.117) is o,(1).
The combination of (1.103) and (1.107) then implies

Var(vy;) = Q. (1.119)
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Third, we show that

B {W)Niﬂ /N -5 0. (1.120)

First consider

1 — _
U?\} ‘/KUN(T‘(U) —v1,u — vy)du = aﬁ“\} . /—kK <(T(u) Ul, 4 v2> du.
g

N ON ON

By a change of variables from u to t = (u — vy) /0N with Jacobian |.J| = o2 this is equal to

S 1 1 (T‘(tO'N—i-UQ)—Ul,t - [ K (r(t0N+v2)—v17t it
N ﬁ\} ON ON

Since K (v) is bounded and equal to zero outside a compact set, it follows that

sup O'N /KUN ) —v1,u — ve)du < C, (1.121)
vl,02
for some constant C'. Next, consider

B [Jomtvi =]

2k1
N

(05 = gtk ) K ()~ Vi - vw)duf Vieo|.

By Assumption ?? this can be bounded by

4
< / Ky () — Vir, —mz)du)
2k’1 4

</K —vl,u—vg)du) .

1 ak </ )4 Cy
= -C oyt Ky, (r(u) —vi,u—vy)du | <-—5——0,
oy O ([ Fe ) < e

Vi=wv].

where the last inequality follows from (1.121). This shows that
-1
B|lonil!| vV =o| NS Cr- (W)

uniformly in v, which in turn implies that (1.120) holds because by Assumption ??, (N U%“)_l —
0.
The fourth step involving using (1.119) and (1.120) to show that the Liapounov condition

246

(ZE[WM wmnm])z (ZEWM z/mﬂ]) , (1.122)
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is satisfied for 6 = 2. To see this, note that the Liaponouv condition (1.122) with § = 2 is
equivalent to

ZEWM Bltyi]] = o (ZEWM wmu]>2

By the fact that the v ,; have identical distributions for all ¢ for given NV this is equivalent to

NE [WNZ‘ — EWMHZL] =0 <N2 (E [W)Ni B EWMHQ]y) ’

B [10ws — Bl /N = o ( (B [l - Bn]) ). (1.12)

By (1.119) it follows that E {W}W — B¢ ]2] converges to V' and therefore sufficient for (1.123)
is

B [WNZ‘ - EWNi”ﬂ /N =o0(1).
This follows from (1.120). O

Theorem A.1 L1APOUNOV’S CENTRAL LIMIT THEOREM

Let Yy, i =1,...,N, N =1,2,... form a triangular array of independent random variables
with 0%; = Var(yx,), and let 5% = SN 03, If for some § > 0,

2
(ZE [ wMW]) =o((3)°"). (1.124)
then

% Zz]\il ( Ni [wNz])

\/$3 /N

For this version of the theorem see Billingsley (1985), Theorem 27.3, page 371.

=

—L, N(0, 1).

V= /w(xg)/ K (Mv—i—u,v) dvE(fl(xg),xg)w(xg)’/ K <Mv+u,v) dvdudzsy
X 8$2 X 8.’]}2
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A.4 Proof of Lemma 5.1

The following Lemma will be useful in the proof to Lemma 5.1 given below.

Lemma A.17 Let X and h(q,x) respectively be a continuous random variable with finite sup-
port X € [a,b], and a continuously differentiable function in = (over the support of X ). The
slope coefficient of the (mean squared error minimizing) conditional linear predictor (CLP) of
h(Q,X) given X and conditional on Q = q has a weighted average derivative representation of

_Cov(h(Q,X),X[Q=4q) oh(Q,X), .

where

w(s,t) = 1 ExjolX — 1x10 (Q)1Q = 5, X > 1] (1 — Fx g (1]5))
T dFxQ () [TV ExolX — xi0 (Q)1Q = 5, X > 1] (1 - Fx|g (v]s)) dr

with

and w(q,x) such that b(q) gives mazimum weight to values of % with X close to its

conditional mean, jix|o(q) = Ex g [X|Q = g, and minimum weight to values of % with
X near the boundaries of its support.

Proof: ~ We first derive the weighted average derivative representation of the conditional
linear predictor (CLP) slope coefficient. We then use a simple integration by parts argu-
ment to characterize the nature of the derivative weights. Observe that h(Q,X) —h(Q,a) =

tt:aX %dt and that Ex|g[h (Q,a) (X — px|q (@))|Q] = 0. Under weak conditions we there-

fore have

Cov (h(Q,X),X[Q) = Ex|g[h(Q, X) (X — uxo (@))|Q]

t=X
~Bro[ [ 22D (x g @aiq]

=a

t=b
~Bxjo | [ 2D (X > 1) (X — o (@)atiQ)

=a

t=b
_ / IO gl 2 1) (X — g (@I

t=b
:/t %MQ[X — ix1Q (@)1Q, X > 1] (1 = Fx|q (11Q)) dt.

=a

=a

Similarly, the conditional variance of X can be written as

Var (X|Q) = Ex|[X(X — ux g (@))€

r=X
= EX|Q |:[ 1(X — Hx|Q (Q))dT’|Q

=a

r=>b
- / Ex(olX — fix10 (@)@, X > 1] (1 - Fxo (1]Q)) d.

=a
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By the definition of a conditional linear predictor (CLP) we have the required weighted average
derivative representation

oh (Q X)

) = Bxio |(@.X) P2 Q=g

for w(Q, X) as given in the Lemma. That Ex|q [w (@, X) |Q = ¢] = 1 follows immediately. To
show that the weighted average derivative representation of b () gives the most emphasis to
values of 8h(Q X) for X close to its conditional mean, begin by noting that

b
By, {w ©. %) onh(Q, X)]Q] = 2hie), t)EX\Q[X 1y (Q)Q, X > 1] (1 — Fyjo (t|Q)) dt
X|Q )
I EX|Q (X — bx10 (Q)]Q, X > 7] (1 = Fxjo (r|Q)) dr
and hence the weight b(Q) places on % is proportional to
Bxio [X = xio (@)1Q, X > t] (1= Fxig (1) (1.125)
Differentiating this expression with respect to t gives
0 o s=b
= {BxiolX —ixio (@ 1Q.X 2] (1= Fxig Q) } = & [ 5 dFxiq (s]Q)
ot ot Jo—s
0

—5; [1 = Fxiq (11Q)] px1q (Q)

a b
= a/t s dFx|q (5|Q)
+ bxio (@) - dFxq (HQ)

Integration by parts (with u (s) =1 — Fx|q (s|Q) and v (s) = s) gives

s=b

s=b
| 1-FrolQ)] ds={1-FroGlQ)s} i+ [ sdPxel)  (120)
s=b

— [1 — FX|Q (t|Q)] t+/ S dFX\Q (S|Q) .

s=t
Using (1.126) we can express the derivative of ftb s dFx|q (s|Q) as

o s=b

o [ trxe i = 51— Fxo @)+ [

» [1 - Fxjo (5|Q)] ds}
. 8 s=b
= [1- Py (1Q)] ~t-dFxiq (H10) + 57 [ [1- Fiig (51Q)] ds
(

= [1 = Fyi (Q)] —t-dFyio (1Q) — [1 - Fy|q (HQ)]
- dFy Q).

Substituting this result into in the derivative of (1.125) then gives

S BxiolX — 110 (Q)1Q,X 2 1 (1~ Fxio (11Q)}

—(t = 1x10 (Q)) - dFx g (HQ)
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which is equal to zero at ¢ = x| (Q), is negative for ¢ > uyo(Q), and positive for
t < px|o(Q), hence the weights attain a maximum at ¢ = py|o (@) and minimums at the
boundaries of the support of X as claimed.

With the proof of Lemma A.17 completed we now prove Lemma 5.1. We first derive the
covariance representation (5.22) of v. We then derive the weighted average derivative represen-
tation (5.23).

Observe that £ ()\) equals

B () / // W|z (Fw,z(Az + (1 — )\2)1/271]’2)’2)7x>z)dFVV,X,Z(1U, z, %)

and hence, by the Chain Rule and the fact that dFyz (w|z) > 0 for all w € W CRY, v (A) =
IB™(N)/ON equals

//x/z W|Z (Fy 1 z(A\ + (1= A)Y2w]2)|2), 2, 2)

de|z( W|Z(FWA|Z()"T+ (1= M) 2wlz)|2)|2)
aFW/\‘Z()\:U "‘ (1 — )\2)1/2'11]’ )
oA

~dFw x.z(w,z, 2).

In order to analyze 7 (\) we begin by deriving an alternative expression for 0Fyy,|z(Az +
(1 — A%)1/2p|2) /0. Observe that

Fiyz(Az + (1= Nwlz) = Pr(Wy < Az + (1 - M) ?w|Z = 2) = Pr (W) € A|Z = 2),
where the set A is given by
A= {(W, X) i AX + (- )20 < dz+ (1—A)Y2w, X eRY, W e Rl}

Az A4 (1 — N2 — )\X7 xer |,
(1 —A2)1/2

:{(W,X):Wg

which provides the limits of integration required to calculate Fyy, |z (A + (1 — M) 2q)2)

Ax+(1— AZ 1/211; As

Fyryz(Ax + (1= X)Y?w)z) = / / O 4 Rz (v, 512). (1.127)
By the Chain Rule we have, for g (A) = MJF((ll )‘)\22);1//221” As
OFyw, z(A\z + (1= 2)2wlz)  OFy, z(Az + (1 — A 2w|z) )
B - 8g (V) FAn8)
where
14+ )\2 1— )\2 —1
g ey = LT oy

(1— A2)1/2
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Applying the ‘Second Fundamental Theorem of Calculus’ to differentiate (1.127) with re-
spect to g (\) gives

ag (\) 1 - \2)1/2

S§=—00

OFw,z(Mx + (1= \)wlz) /Soo dFyyx, ()\:U+(1—)\2)1/2w—)\8 sz
- W, X\|Z ’ s
(

and hence

OFw, 170z + (1 — AV 2|2) s=00 Mz (1= A2 — \s
2 N _/ g (\;s) dFquz ((1 — )\2))1/2 , 8|z | .

S§=—00

(1.128)

Substituting (1.128) into the expression for 7 (\) given above yields

//x/z WIZ (Fiwyz(Az + (1 —)\2)1/27”’2)’2)7%2)
de|z( W|z(FWA|z(>\%‘+(1—)\2)1/210!2)! z)|z)
§=00 Az + (1= A2 — Xs
X {/ g (N s)dFy x|z ( ((1 — )\2))1/2 ,slz | - dFwx z(w, x, 2),

S§=—00

which, after setting A = 0, gives 7, equal to

/ /:v/z (w,2,2) m % {/;:_Z (x —s) dFW,XZ(w73|Z)} -dFx wz(x,w, 2)

/ /x/z ow (w, 2,2 {/Siz_z (@ — ) dFx w7 (Slw,z)} ~dFx w.z(z,w, 2)

E[a W, X,Z)- (X — E[X]WZ])}

as claimed in the statement of the Theorem.
The weighted average derivative representation (5.23) follows by iterated expectations and
Lemma A.17 above. By iterated expectations we have

Yo =B |5 (W.X.2)- (X ~ BLX|W.2)

~E _E [gg (W, X, Z) - (X — B[X|W, 2]) |W, Z”

—E |Cov <@ (W, X, Z), X|W, Z>] .
i ow

Applying Lemma A.17 with Q = (W, Z')’ then gives the desired result.
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A.5 Proof to Theorem 5.1

First we establish some preliminary notation. As in the main text we have K, (v —V;) =
o K2 ( ) We let C be a generic constant which may vary from row-to-row. We define

hi (w, z, 2) fwxzw,z,2)BEY|W =w,X =x,7Z = 2]
ha (w,z, 2) fwxz (w,z,z2)

hs(w,z) = fwz(w,z)E[X|W =w,Z =]

ha(w,2) = fwz(w,2)

and their corresponding estimates

—~ 1 N

h (w,z,z) = ]_szf YK, (w—W;,x—X;,2— Z;)

ﬁQ (w,w,z) = szl w WZ,.'L‘ XZ',Z—ZZ')
}L\g(w,z) = —Z XKy (w—W;,z—Z;)

hy (w,2) = NZﬂ (w—W;,z—Z;).

The two regression functions entering the estimand are ratios of these objects, i.e.,

o~

h o~ h b M
g(w,w,0) = PTE) Gy g - (0 22)
ho (w, @, 2) ha (w, x, 2)
and
h _ R (w,
m(w,z):i3 (w,z), m(w,z):Ai3 (w z)
ha (w, 2) hy (w, z)

We seek to characterize the large sample properties of the statistic
~ N 09 (W;, X;, Z;) N
'y:NZ —X(Xi—m(Wi,Zi)).

In order to derive the large sample properties of 4 we begin by linearizing. Using the identity

ab=ab+a(b—b)+b(@—a) + (@—a)(b—b) (1.129)
we have
7 = NZN w x (Xi —m (Wi, Zi)) (1.130)
—% " W X (m (Wi, Z2) — (Wi, Z0) (1.131)
N o m (W 2) <8g (ng“zi) - 8§(ngi’zi)> (1.132)
_% N <8g(Wgu))Q,Zi) B 8§(ngi,zi)> (s (Wa. Z2) — 2 (Wa. Z0){L.133)
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Where (1.130) is the main term, (1.131) and (1.132) are correction terms which account for
sampling error in m (w, z) and g (w, z, z) respectively and (1.133) is an o, (1) remainder term.

In order to obtain an asymptotically linear representation of 4 we express (1.131) and (1.132)
as averages and verify that (1.133) is asymptotically negligible. We analyze each term in the
above expansion separately

A.5.1 Analysis of (1.131) — correction term for nonparametric estimation of m (w, z)

We first expand (1.131) using the identity

a a 1. a ~ a ~ 5 a . ~
=Ty T b(a a) b2(b—b)+ b%\(b—b) —=(@—a)(b—">) (1.134)
B N B S AR Y
; (a bb> + b25( ) bg(a a)(b—b)
Using the second line of (1.134) we have
. 1 -~ ~
m (wv Z) -m (wv Z) - m(h?) (wv Z) -m (w> Z) hy (w> Z))
hs (wvz) 2
+ = ha (w,2z) — hy (w, 2
ha (w,2)* ha (w, z (a2 = ha(w:2)
1 ~ ~
- > (h3 (w> Z) —hs (w> Z))(h‘4 (w> Z) —hy (w> Z))

hy (w, z) hg (w, 2)

Substituting this into (1.131) yields —+ ZN W x (m (Wi, Zi) — m (Wi, Z;)) equal to

I N 9g(Wy, Xi, Z;) 1 N CoNT (W 7
N £—i=1 ow X hy (W, Z;) (hs (Wa, Z2) =m (Wi, Zs) ha (W, Z3) (1.135)
LW WX Z)  ha Wi Z) G g by (W 2:).136)
N —~i=1 ow ha (Wi, Z;)* ha (W3, Z;)

NZN —89 Wi, X0, 2) (1.137)

(hs (Wi, Zi) — ha (Wi, Z:)) (ha (Wi, Zi) — ha (Wy, Zi)).

h4 (Wi, Zi) hy (Wi, Z;)

The first term (1.135) can be expressed as an average, while the second and third terms, (1.136)
and (1.137), are o, (1) remainder terms.

We first analyze (1.135), substitution of hs (W;, Z;), }\Lg (Wi, Z;) and /f\L4 (Wi, Z;) gives

N 09 (Wi, X5, Z;) 1
N X T iy (G~ m OV ) (Wi = Wy 2 - ).

which is a V-statistic of order two with kernel
ow fwz (Wi, Z;)

a(VwVJ) == (X m(WzaZ))Ka (Wi_Wjazi_ZJ)a (1'138)

where v = (w, z,2')" . For some sequence oy | 0 let ay (V;, V;) be equal to (1.138) with o = oy .
Define

ain = aiy (Vi) =Blax (Vi, V), ajn = ajn (V) = Blan(Vi, V)],
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where expectations are taken with respect to the marginal distributions of the variables with a
‘77 above them. Also let ay = E[a;n (V;)] = Ela;n (V})].

If Bla (Vi, V})?] < 0o and the data are i.i.d. we can apply the V-statistic Projection Theorem
(e.g., Newey and McFadden 1994, Lemma 8.4, p. 2201) to show that, under appropriate
conditions on the sequence oy | 0,

N

S S ) S  an == 3 a4 () bran = o, (V.
N i=1 11 N i=1 N

We show below, again under appropriate conditions on the sequence oy | 0, that only the
SN Lajn (V;) /N term will contribute to the asymptotic distribution of 7. This means that the
asymptotic sampling distribution of (1.135) depends only upon -~ | ajn (V;) /V/N (the large
sample behavior of which we can be characterized using a central limit theorem).

Verifying Ela (V;, V})?] < 0o (as required for V-statistic projection) In order to apply
the V-statistic Projection Theorem we need to demonstrate that Ela (V;,V;)?] < oc. Since

09(Wi, Xi,24i) 1 : . SV
g(Ws 2 oz 18 boun;ie(zl(j/ t;?f gh)e requirement that fy, 7 (W;, Z;) is bounded below by
9(Wi, X, Zi

zero and the boundedness of =~—5-+=% (Assumptions X and X) we need only show that

B((X; —m (W;, Z))2 K, (W; = Wj, Z; — Z;)*] < o0,

This condition is follows from the fact that
E[X2K, (Wi — W;, Z; — Z;)*]< o0
[BIXm (Wi, Z;) Ko (W = Wj, Zi = ) ]| < o0
Elm (Wi, Zi)? Ko (W; = W, Z; — Z;)° < oc.

Each of these conditions follows from the assumptions of the theorem. First we have

E[X?K, (W; —W;,Z; — Z;)’] = Ew,z /E[X]ZH/V]-:w,Zj:z]KU(VVi—w,Zi—z)z}

X fw.z (w, z) dwdz

= EWi7Zi /E[XJZWVJ':VVZ'—O'T,Z]'=Zi—0't]K(T,t)2:|

XfWZ (W ar, ZZ' — O’t) drdt
< CE[X2] < 00

by boundedness of E [X 2] and the kernel (Assumptions X and X). The second equality above
follows from a change-of-variables with r = (W; —w) /o and t = (Z; — z) /o and a Jacobian of
o~ (K41 we make repeated use of this type of change in variables. We also have

BIX;m (Wi, 2) Ko (Wi = Wy, 2= Z,)| < Buzllm (Wi, )
/|mwz|K —w, Z; — 2)° fw.z (w, 2) dwdz]
< EW«L,Z«L Hm (Ww ZZ)H EWj,Zj Hm (Wj7 ZJ)H <0
by Assumptions X to X. Finally we require that
Elm (W;, Z;)? Ko (Wi — W;, Z; — Z;)? ] <CE[m (Wi, Z;)?] < oo,
which follows by, again, Assumptions X to X.
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V-statistic projection for (1.135) Calculating the V-statistic projection associated with
(1.135) we get:

N2Zz 1Z] 1 v (Vi Vj) = NZ ain ( NZ a;jn (V +0p(1/\/_)

where
0 Wi7Xi7 ZZ 1
a;in (Vi) = —/ 9 M )fW,Z v, Zi)(x—m Wi, Zi)) Koy Wi —w, Z; — 2) fw x,z (w, z, 2) dwdzdz,
and
g (w, x, z) 1
a;jn (V;) = —/ o Tz (.2 (X; —m(w, 2))Ksy (w—Wj, 2= Z;) fwx,z (w,z, z) dwdxdz

0g (w, z, 2
_ _/%(Xj—m(w,z))KaN (w—W;.z— Z;) s (eho, 2) dwdads

= _/E [W!W:w,Z:z} (Xj—m(w,2)Ksy (w—Wj, 2z — Z;) dwdz.

Observe that a;n and a;y are triangular arrays. We now demonstrate that only a;x contributes
to the asymptotic sampling distribution of 7.

First consider a;jn, we have v/ NE[ajN]’ equal to

VEBlaw (] = V8w, [ B[ — w2 =]

(X —m (w, 2)) Koy (w— Wy, 2 — Z;) dwdz]
(89 (W, X, Z
= ]mEWj,Xj,Zj [/E %WV =W;+ron,Z =2;+ tUN}
X(Xj —m (W) + ron, Zj + ton)) K (r,t) drdi)|

ogW, X, Z
- !\/]TI/EW].7X].7Z].[E [M|W:VV]'+TUN,Z=Z]'+150N:|

ow
X(Xj —m (Wj + TonN, Zj + tUN))]K (7“, t) det|
og(W, X, Z
= !\/]TI/EW].7ZJ.[E [%|W:VV]’+TUN,Z=Z]'+150N:|
x(m (W, Z;) —m (W +ron, Zj + toy))| K (r,t) drdt],

where the last line follows from an application of the law of iterated expectations. In order
to calculate the rate of convergence of‘ VNE [a;n (V])]‘ toward zero we replace m (W;, Z;) —

m (W; + ron, Z; + ton) with its (S — 1) order multivariate Taylor expansion in 7 and ¢ about
zero. This expansion is

S—-1 Us(KJrl) 9 9\°



where 7 and ¢ are mean values between zero and r and t (c.f., Serfling 1980, p. 44). Since

by

Assumptions X, X and X we have m (-) differentiable with an S™ derivative bounded on

RE+1 g () differentiable with an S™ derivative bounded on R¥*2 (and hence the S* derivative
of E [W W =w,Z = z] bounded on RE+1), and a kernel of order S, we conclude that

VNE [z (V))]| < OVNaRIHY,

and hence we conclude that V' NE [a;y (V})] = 0, (1) for oy | 0 such that \/NUS(KH)

In order to apply the Llndeberg—Feller central limit theorem to SN, ajn (V;) /V/N we need

to verify that the upper bound of a;x (V) has a finite expected value. By repeated application
of the triangle inequality (TI) and a change of variables we have

x| < € [ |B| BB — 0.2 =) 0 = m w2 0= W2 - 7)) dwds
< ’ { g(W. X, Z) ]W:w,Z:z} XK, (w—W;, 2 — Z;)| dwdz
c/ B W!W:w,Z:z}m(w,z)KUN(w—VVj,z—Zj) dwdz
_ C/’E [W;wzijm,zzzjﬁm} XK (rt)| drdt
+c/ E W!W:Wj—l—ramZ:Zj—th\/}m(VVj—i-TUN,Zj—I—tUN)K(r,t) drdt
e E[W!W:Wj,Z:Z]}
+C, |E {W;wzwj,zzzj} m (W, 2,

where the last line follows by the fact that K (r,¢) is maximal at r = s = ¢ = 0 and the integral
can be interpreted as an ‘expectation’ where K (r,t) is a ‘density’ Since both of the terms on

the

right hand side have finite expected values we have E[a;y (V;)?] < cc.
Calculating E[a? N] we get

0g (w,x, z) Og (w*, z*, z*) -
= Bl [ [ S (X (w, 2)(X —m )

XKyy (w—Wj,z2—Z;) Ky, (W —W;, 2" — Zj)
X fxyw,z (w|w, 2) fxjw,z (@*|w*, 2%) dwdrdzdw* dr*dz"]

= EW],X],Z]// w’wzw7Z:Z:|E|:W|W:w*7Z:Z* x

ow ow
(X, — NG —m(w*, 2%) Kyp, (w—Wj, 2 — Z;) Koy (W — Wy, 2" — Z;) dwdzdw*dz"]
X, Z
= WXZ// M|W:Wj+TUN,Z:ZJ’+tO'N:|X
ow
X, Z
E[W|W:VVJ’+T*O’N,Z:ZJ'+15*UN:| X

(Xj —-m (W] +ron, Zj + tO'N))(Xj —-m (WJ + T’*UN, Zj + t*UN) K (T’, t) K (T’*, t*) d?“dtd?"*dt*],

[61]



where the double integral inside the expectation converges to

99 (W, X, Z) ’
B[ 2D = w2 = 2] (% -m (9,2
for o | 0 (since gn (o) f K (r —ron)dr — g (w f K (r)dr and the kernel integrates
to one. Therefore by Lebesgue’s Domlnated Convergence Theorem we have that

Jim Blaty] = B, x,

2
’W =W;,Z = Zj:| (Xj - m(I/Vj?Zj))Q = AVar(aJQ-N).

{09(W,X, Z)
E N - 7
ow

Combining our results we have, for any sequence oy such that v N O’i(K-H) 10,

;N
VN 1 [ajn (V;) —Ela;n (V;)]] \/72@]1\[ )+op (1),

]:

and hence by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem (c.f., van der Vaart 1998, p. 20) that

Za]N ) — N(0, AVar(aly)). (1.140)

We now demonstrate that SN a;y (V) /vV/N is o, (1) for \/]7\70 KFD 10 with a negligible
variance and hence does not contribute to the asymptotic sampling dlstrlbutlon of (1.135). We
have, using iterated expectations, change of variables and the Taylor expansion given in (1.139)
above,

o [99(Wi, Xi, Zi) 1 - o . B
v V)= / ow fw.z (Wi, Z;) (x —m(W;, Z;)) Koy, (Wi —w, Z; — 2)
X fw.x,z (w, z, z) dwdxdz
99 (Wi, X;, Z) 1 N - P
B Dw g (W) B 2K = m (Wi, Z0) Ko (Wi = W, Z; = Z)]
89 (Wh Xi7 Zl) 1 —~

= T ow Jwa Wiz w el 2) = m (Wi, Z)) X Koy (Ws = W, Zi = Z)]

_ _/39 (Wi, X3, Z;) 1
8'(1} fW7Z (Wth)
K(ﬁ t)fwz (Wz —ron,Z; — tUN) drdt

(m(W; —ron, Z; —ton) — m(W;, Z;)) X

_ [ 99Wi, Xi, Zi) 1 tmPLUSS LAY .

s L0y 0N K(r,t
+N gl 8w+t& m( ;i —TON, i—O'N))X (T’,)

X fwz Wi —ron, Z; — toy) drdt].
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By the repeated application of triangle inequality (TT) we get

QWi X Z) 1 R=on Vo o
) 2,0 7
ain (V; c/y b Tz e (e e MOV 2)
1/0  ,0\° z
G (403 ) m 0o 2o
XK (r,t) fwz (Wi —ron, Z; —ton) |drdt

g (Wi, Xi, Z;) 1 S A B R
/’ aw fVV,Z (WZ,ZZ) (Szl S! Taw +t az m (VVYH Z) X
K(r,t)fw,z W; —ron, Z; — toy) |drdt

S
S(K+1) 8g(W,,X,,Z,) 1 1 3 3 _ —
W o \Ta = i — s Zi —
+C0'y /] S Tz (Wi Z2) 51 L +t m (W ToON taN) X

0z
K(r,t)fw,z Wi —ron, Z; — toy) |drdt.

IN

By virtue of the kernel being of order S and boundedness of fw x 7 (Wi, Xi, Z;), g (Wi, Xi, Z;),
m (W, Z;) and their respective derivatives to order S (Assumptions X, X and X) we therefore
have

jain (V)] < Coy Y.

Therefore the contribution of a;n (V;) to the asymptotic variance of 5 will be negligible for

bandwidth sequences such that /N O'}S;[(K—H) 1 0 as claimed.
[REMAINDER TO BE COMPLETED)]
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